San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

22  -  30  ALTA  STREET 


Final  Environmental  Impact  Report 


97.433E 

Draft  EIR  Publication  Date:  November  7,  1998 
Draft  EIR  Public  Hearing  Date:  December  10,  1998 
Draft  EIR  Public  Comment  Period:  November  7,  1998  to  December  22,  1998 

FEIR  Certification:  August  10,  2000 


Changes  from  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIR  are  indicated  by  solid  lines  in  the 
margin  location  of  each  revised  section,  paragraph,  graphic  or  table. 


This  report  has  been  printed  on  post-consumer  recycled  paper/ESA  970415 


DOCUMENTS  DEPT. 


QCT  3  0  2 

SAN  FRANCISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


5/S 


QOVERNMENT  INPORj 
SANFRAfvJaSCO 


CEMTFR 
UBHARY 


SAN  FRA^ISCO 
PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


REFERENCE 
BOOlC 


Nol  U)  be  taken  IVom  the  Library 


?001 


File  No.:  97.433E:  22-30  Alta  Street 
Assessor's  Block  106,  Lot  34A 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
CITY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
MOTION  NO.  15938 


ADOPTING  FINDINGS  RELATED  TO  THE  CERTIFICATION  OF  A  FINAL  ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACT  REPORT  FOR  A  PROPOSED  RESIDENTIAL  BUILDING,  LOCATED  AT  22-30  ALTA 
STREET,  ADJACENT  TO  THE  FILBERT  STEPS  AND  GRACE  MARCHANT  GARDEN. 

MOVED,  That  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Commission  (hereinafter  "Commission")  hereby 
CERTIFIES  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  identified  as  case  file  No.  97.433E:  22-30  Alta  Street 
(hereinafter  "Project")  based  upon  the  following  findings: 

1)  The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  acting  through  the  Planning  Department  (hereinafter 
"Department")  fulfilled  all  procedural  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (Cal.  Pub. 
Res.  Code  Section  21000  et  seq.,  hereinafter  "CEQA"),  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines  (Cal.  Admin.  Code  Title 
14,  Section  15000  et.  seg.,  (hereinafter  "CEQA  Guidelines")  and  Chapter  31  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code  (hereinafter  "Chapter  31"). 

a.  The  Department  determined  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (hereinafter  "EIR")  was 
required  and  provided  public  notice  of  that  determination  by  publication  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation 
on  May  9,  1998,  and  amended  on  October  7,  1998. 

b.  On  November  7,  1998,  the  Department  published  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(hereinafter  "DEIR")  and  provided  public  notice  in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation  of  the  availability  of 
the  DEIR  for  public  review  and  comment  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  Planning  Commission  public  hearing 
on  the  DEIR;  this  notice  was  mailed  to  the  Department's  list  of  persons  requesting  such  notice. 

c.  Notices  of  availability  of  the  DEIR  and  of  the  date  and  time  of  the  public  hearing  were  posted 
near  the  project  site  by  Department  staff  on  November  30,  1998. 

d.  On  November  7,  1998  copies  of  the  DEIR  were  mailed  or  otherwise  delivered  to  a  list  of 
persons  requesting  it,  to  those  noted  on  the  distribution  list  in  the  DEIR,  to  adjacent  property  owners,  and  to 
government  agencies,  the  latter  both  directly  and  through  the  State  Clearinghouse. 

e.  Notice  of  Completion  was  filed  with  the  State  Secretary  of  Resources  via  the  State 
Clearinghouse  on  or  immediately  after  November  7,  1998. 

2)  The  Commission  held  a  duly  advertised  public  hearing  on  said  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
on  December  10,  1998,  at  which  opportunity  for  public  comment  was  given,  and  public  comment  was 
received  on  the  DEIR.  The  period  for  acceptance  of  written  comments  ended  on  December  10,  1998. 

3)  The  Department  prepared  responses  to  comments  on  environmental  issues  received  at  the  public 
hearing  and  in  writing  during  the  33-day  public  review  period  for  the  DEIR,  prepared  revisions  to  the  text  of 
the  DEIR  in  response  to  comments  received  or  based  on  additional  information  that  became  available  during 
the  public  review  period,  and  corrected  error's  in  the  DEIR.  This  material  was  presented  in  a  "Draft  Summary 
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of  Comments  and  Responses,"  published  on  June  15,  2000,  which  also  described  modifications  to  the  project 
sponsor's  proposal.  The  Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  document  was  distributed  to  the 
Commission  and  to  all  parties  who  commented  on  the  DEIR,  and  was  available  to  others  upon  request  at 
Department  offices. 

4)  A  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  has  been  prepared  by  the  Department,  consisting  of  the  Draft 
Environmental  Impact  Report,  any  consultations  and  comments  received  during  the  review  process,  any 
additional  information  that  became  available,  and  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  all  as  required 
by  law. 

5)  Project  Environmental  Impact  Report  files  have  been  made  available  for  review  by  the  Commission 
and  the  public.  These  files  are  available  for  public  review  at  the  Department  offices  at  1660  Mission  Street, 
and  are  part  of  the  record  before  the  Commission. 

6)  On  August  10,  2000,  the  Commission  reviewed  and  considered  the  Final  Environmental  Impact 
Report  and  hereby  does  find  that  the  contents  of  said  report  and  the  procedures  through  which  the  Final 
Environmental  Impact  Report  was  prepared,  publicized  and  reviewed  comply  with  the  provisions  of  CEQA, 
the  CEQA  Guidelines  and  Chapter  3 1  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code. 

7)  The  Planning  Commission  hereby  does  find  that  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  concerning 
File  No.  97.433E:  22-30  Alta  Street  reflects  the  independent  judgment  and  analysis  of  the  City  and  County 
of  San  Francisco,  is  adequate,  accurate  and  objective,  and  that  the  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
contains  no  significant  revisions  to  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report,  and  hereby  does  CERTIFY  THE 
COMPLETION  of  said  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  in  compliance  with  CEQA  and  the  CEQA 
Guidelines. 

8)  The  Commission,  in  certifying  the  completion  of  said  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report,  hereby 
does  find  that  the  project  described  in  the  Environmental  Impact  Report  will  not  have  a  significant  effect  on 
the  environment. 

I  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  Motion  was  ADOPTED  by  the  Planning  Commission  at  its 
regular  meeting  of  August  10,  2000. 

Linda  Avery 
Commission  Secretary 

AYES:  Commissioners  Theoharis,  Mills,  Chinchilla,  Joe,  Salinas,  and  Richardson 

NAYES:  None 

ABSENT:  Commissioner  Antenore 

ADOPTED:  August  10,  2000 
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CHAPTER  I 


SUMMARY 


A.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION  (p  II 1) 

The  project  site  is  22-30  Alta  Street  in  the  Telegraph  Hill  neighborhood  of  San  Francisco,  on  the  north 
side  of  Alta  Street,  at  the  end  of  a  dead-end  street.  Alta  Street  is  between  Union  and  Filbert  and 
Montgomery  and  Sansome  Streets.  The  project  site  is  adjacent  to  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way,  which 
includes  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  Filbert  Steps,  and  is  located  within  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic 
District.  The  7,500  (120'  x  62.5')  square-foot  site  consists  of  Lot  34A  of  Assessor's  Block  106,  and  is 
currently  vacant  except  for  the  remains  of  a  previous  apartment  building  foundation  that  was  razed  by  the 
City  in  1992. 

The  project  would  construct  a  six  level,  three-unit  residential  condominium  structure.  The  building  would 
include  approximately  5,900  square  feet  (sq.  ft.)  of  living  space,  or  about  approximately  1,950  sq.  ft.  per 
unit.  Parking  and  circulation  space,  including  the  lobby,  would  total  about  2,200  sq.  ft.,  for  a  total  of  about 
8.100  sq.  ft.  The  proposed  building  would  cover  about  36  percent  of  the  lot. 

The  building  height,  measured  according  to  the  Planning  Code,  would  be  approximately  32  feet  above  street 
grade  on  Alta  Street.  At  the  rear,  the  maximum  dimension  along  the  north  elevation  would  be 
approximately  73  feet,  achieved  in  four  separate  wall  planes,  each  set  back  from  the  one  below.  On  the  east 
elevation,  the  building  would  rise  about  82  feet  above  the  top  of  the  steep  slope.  A  parking  garage  would  be 
located  at  street  level  (overall  level  four)  with  space  for  five  automobiles.  Entrance  to  the  structure  would 
be  from  Alta  Street  for  pedestrians  and  vehicles.  No  demolition  of  existing  structures  would  be  involved.  A 
rear  exit  would  be  located  on  the  north  side  of  the  building.  An  existing  low  concrete  wall  that  runs  along 
the  eastern  edge  of  Alta  Street,  and  that  was  extended  in  front  of  the  entire  length  of  the  project  site 
subsequent  to  the  previous  building  located  on  the  site  being  torn  down,  would  be  altered  to  remove  the 
portion  of  it  that  that  extends  along  the  project  site. 

The  Alta  Street  (south)  elevation  would  include  two  stories  of  bay  windows  with  horizontal  banding 
above  a  solid  garage  door.  The  building  design's  Modeme  references  include  curved  terraces  and  building 
edges,  cantilevered  balconies,  a  cement  plaster  finish,  horizontal  window  banding,  and  pipe  terrace 
railings.  Each  of  the  six  levels  of  the  building  would  include  a  terrace  of  varying  size. 
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Although  the  site  is  currently  vacant,  the  Fred  McNear  Jr.  Apartment  Building  was  located  there  from 
1935  to  1992.'  This  structure  was  a  five-level,  3,300-occupied-square-foot,  five-unit  Modeme  building. 
The  building  was  deemed  unsafe  for  habitation  and  demolished  by  the  City  subsequent  to  storm-related 
damage  to  the  foundation.  The  proposed  project  is  intended  to  replace  this  destroyed  building  and  takes 
cues  from  its  Moderne  architectural  qualities. 

The  project  site  is  within  an  RH-3  (Three-Family)  District  and  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District  (40  foot 
ma.vimum  height  limit,  no  bulk  limit).  The  project  would  be  a  permitted  use  in  the  RH-3  district  and 
would  comply  with  Planning  Code  requirements  concerning  height,  bulk,  and  use  in  the  district  in  which 
it  would  be  located.  Project  construction  would  take  about  12  months,  with  occupancy  planned  for  late 
1999. 


B.  AREAS  OF  CONTROVERSY  AND  ISSUES  TO  BE  RESOLVED 

This  environmental  impact  report,  for  a  proposed  condominium  project  at  22-30  Alta  Street,  focuses  on 
the  issues  of  historic  architectural  resources  and  shadow  as  potential  significant  effects  of  the  project,  but 
also  addresses  land  use,  visual  quality,  geology,  and  biology  as  topics  included  for  informational 
purposes.  All  other  potential  environmental  effects  were  found  to  be  at  a  less-than-significant  level  or  to 
be  mitigated  to  a  level  of  less-than-significance  with  mitigation  measures  agreed  to  by  the  project 
sponsor.  Please  see  the  Initial  Study,  included  in  this  document  as  Appendix  A,  for  analysis  of  issues 
other  than  those  addressed  in  this  document. 


The  principal  issues  addressed  in  this  environmental  impact  report  are  four-fold:  the  compatibility  of  the 
design  (size,  mass,  and  architectural  style)  of  the  proposed  structure  with  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic 
District  in  which  it  would  be  located;  the  potential  for  impacts  on  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  either  by 
shadows  cast  by  the  proposed  structure  or  during  the  course  of  the  structure's  construction;  the  potential 
blockage  of  views  created  by  the  location  of  the  proposed  structure;  and  the  safety  of  building  a  structure 
of  this  size  (or  any  structure  at  all)  on  a  site  that  required  the  former  apartment  building  located  there  to 
be  razed  by  the  City  in  1992  and  is  considered  by  some  to  be  geologically  unsuitable  for  development. 
Nearby  residents  and  others  concerned  with  the  historic  and  architectural/landscape  resources  of  the 
neighborhood  have  expressed  concern  on  a  variety  of  specific  components  of  the  project  that  relate  to  one 
or  more  of  these  issues.  According  to  the  project  sponsor,  subsequent  to  discussion  with  the  neighborhood 
regarding  two  earlier  designs,  one  of  which  was  reviewed  by  the  Architectural  Review  Committee  of  the 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (LPAB),  a  public  hearing  before  the  Architectural  Review 
Committee  was  held  November  5,  1997,  regarding  a  third  proposal  by  the  project  sponsor.  At  this 
hearing,  members  of  the  public  and  the  Architectural  Review  Committee  expressed  their  concerns  about 
the  proposed  design.  At  that  hearing,  the  Architectural  Review  Committee  made  the  following 
recommendations  to  the  project  sponsor: 

•  The  project  in  its  current  design  would  be  denied  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  were  it  to  return  to 
the  full  Board. 

•  Clarify  issues  of  shadow  impact  on  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden. 

•  Reduce  the  mass  and  size  of  the  building  be  compatible  visually/aesthetically  with  neighboring 
buildings.  A  smaller  building  is  recommended.  The  building  should  be  a  cottage  style  to  meet  the 
intent  of  Article  10;  Return  to  the  Planning  Department  staff  with  future  design  proposals. 

The  proposed  project  is  the  same  project  reviewed  by  the  Architectural  Review  Committee  at  that 
hearing. 


Although  not  commonly  known  as  or  referred  to  by  this  name,  for  purposes  of  this  document,  the  former 
building  located  at  22-30  Alta  Street  will  be  referred  to  as  the  McNear  building.  According  to  David  Myrick.  in 
his  book  entitled  San  Francisco's  Telegraph  /////.  the  former  building  is  olYicially  named  the  Fred  McNear  Jr., 
Apartment  Building. 
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C.  MAIN  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

HISTORIC  ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES  (p.  III.B-l) 

The  project  site  is  located  in  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  which  was  adopted  by  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  in  1986  and  which  includes  80  structures  and  15  undeveloped  parcels.  The  unbuilt  areas, 
including  the  cliff  lots  and  particularly  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  (which  includes  the  Filbert  Steps 
and  Grace  Marchant  Garden)  are  visually  and  functionally  integrated  into  the  district's  center  as  open 
space.  Inextricably  linked  to  the  visual  and  recreational  nature  of  the  Steps  is  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden 
(Garden),  which  itself  is  a  unique  and  important  component  to  the  district.  The  Garden  is  located  in  the 
Filbert  Street  right-of-way,  but  extends  into  parcels  that  border  on  the  street  right-of-way,  such  as  the 
project  site.  All  or  part  of  this  local  historic  district  may  be  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places  and  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources.  The  project  is  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  Appendix  G  to  Article  10  of  the  Planning  Code  due  to  its  location  within  the  district. 

The  project's  impact  would  not  result  in  substantial  modifications  to  the  historic  district  as  a  whole,  nor 
would  it  result  in  a  compromise  in  the  integrity  or  significance  of  any  of  the  adjacent  buildings  that  are 
identified  as  Contributory  to  the  district.  This  conclusion  is  substantiated  by  three  primary  factors.  First, 
the  relative  size  of  the  proposed  project  represents  a  nominal  change  to  the  district's  setting.  Since  the 
proposed  project  involves  the  construction  of  a  single  code-complying  structure  on  a  single  piece  of 
property  within  an  historic  district  that  includes  eighty  structures  and  covers  many  blocks,  the  resultant 
change  is  insufficiently  large  to  compromise  the  significance  of  the  district  itself  or  to  affect  the 
significance  of  other  surrounding  properties  in  any  meaningful  way. 

Second,  as  a  replacement  for  a  lost  Contributory  structure,  the  project  would  not  irreparably  or 
substantially  alter  the  historic  setting  as  a  character-defining  feature  of  the  district  or  the  nearby  buildings. 
While  the  proposed  building  would  provide  parking,  and  would  be  taller,  wider,  and  enclose  more  square 
footage  than  it  predecessor,  the  degree  of  change  would  be  insufficient  to  adversely  affect  any 
neighboring  building's  Contributory  status.  Third,  as  part  of  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  process, 
the  proposed  project  is  subject  to  review  and  approval  by  the  Director  of  City  Planning  and/or  the  City 
Planning  Commission  acting  with  advice  from  LPAB.  As  such,  the  project  would  be  closely  evaluated  for 
its  compatibility  with  the  guidelines  set  forth  in  Appendix  G  of  Article  10  of  the  Planning  Code. 

VISUAL  QUALITY  (p.  III.C-1) 

The  project  would  result  in  a  visual  change  to  the  site  and  the  Telegraph  Hill  neighborhood/historic 
district.  The  project  would  not  be  of  a  style  similar  to  that  of  most  of  the  buildings  immediately 
surrounding  the  project  site,  although  would  share  design  characteristics  with  other  Modem  buildings  in 
the  neighborhood.  Because  the  project  would  not  visually  alter  the  overall  residential  character  of  the 
existing  neighborhood,  be  of  such  a  scale  as  to  stand  out  from  locations  other  than  those  with  direct  views 
of  the  site,  or  introduce  building  materials  or  an  architectural  style  that  are  foreign  to  the  surrounding 
neighborhood,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect. 
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There  are  three  primary  vantage  points  from  which  the  site  can  be  viewed:  the  intersection  of  Sansome 
and  Filbert  Streets,  the  Filbert  Steps,  and  Alta  Street  east  of  Montgomery  Street.  From  the  most  distant  of 
the  three  views,  approximately  three-quarters  of  the  building's  overall  mass  would  be  visible.  From  this 
vantage  point,  the  proposed  structure  would  block  views  of  the  east  elevation  of  34  Alta  Street,  almost  all 
of  the  north  elevations  of  34  and  40  Alta  Street,  the  very  top  of  a  building  across  Alta  Street  from  the  site, 
and  a  patch  of  open  sky.  A  viewer  of  the  site  from  this  perspective  would  see  the  proposed  building 
relatively  closer  than  the  slightly  more  distant  existing  structures.  When  compared  to  pre- 1992  conditions 
when  the  McNear  building  was  located  on  the  site,  the  project  would  result  in  only  a  minimal  change. 

From  the  middle  range  view,  approximately  half  of  the  building's  overall  mass  would  be  visible.  From 
this  vantage  point,  the  proposed  structure  would  block  views  of  the  vacant  project  site,  the  Alta  Street 
retaining  wall,  the  upper  portions  of  buildings  on  the  south  side  of  Alta  Street  (17  and  19  Alta),  and  a 
patch  of  open  sky.  Views  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  in  the  foreground  would  not  be  altered,  although 
visitors  to  the  Garden  would  have  less  open  sky  and  more  building  mass  in  their  viewshed  when  looking 
up  towards  the  project  site.  The  building  would  appear  as  an  eastward  extension  of  the  existing  building 
wall  on  the  north  side  of  Alta  Street,  although  this  would  not  substantially  detract  from  the  visual 
experience  of  the  Garden.  When  compared  to  pre- 1992  conditions  when  the  McNear  building  was  located 
on  the  site,  the  project  would  result  in  only  a  minimal  change. 

From  the  closest  of  the  three  views,  approximately  one  third  of  the  building's  overall  mass  would  be 
visible  from  this  viewpoint.  From  this  vantage  point,  the  proposed  structure  would  block  views  of  the 
upper  portion  of  the  east  elevation  of  34  Alta  Street,  other  buildings  within  the  neighborhood  in  the 
distance,  and  a  patch  of  open  sky.  From  the  viewpoint  of  looking  eastward  to  the  site  from  Alta  Street, 
part  of  the  view  of  the  Bay,  East  Bay  hills.  Verba  Buena  and  Treasure  Islands,  and  San  Francisco  piers 
would  be  obstructed.  Compared  to  pre- 1992  conditions  when  the  McNear  building  was  located  on  the 
site,  the  project  would  result  in  only  a  minimal  change. 

The  changes  to  the  site  and  surrounding  areas  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  comparable  to 
the  results  of  the  development  on  other  sloping  sites  in  San  Francisco.  Because  view  blockage  would 
generally  be  limited  to  portions  of  adjacent  and  nearby  building,  the  above  changes  would  not  be 
considered  to  substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic  view  or  vista  now  observed  from  public  areas. 
The  partial  obstruction  of  views  dominated  by  typical  urbanized  uses  would  not  be  considered  substantial 
impairment  of  existing  scenic  views  or  vistas. 

SHADOW  (p.  lll.D-1) 

The  project  site  is  among  multi-story  residential  buildings  on  Alta  and  Montgomery  Streets,  which  are  two 
to  four  stories  on  their  Alta  Street  frontages  and  up  to  six  stories  tall  on  their  downslope  facades.  The 
project  site  is  south  of  and  adjacent  to  the  Filbert  Steps  and  the  adjoining  Grace  Marchant  Garden  (Garden). 
Much  of  the  Garden  and  the  Filbeii  Steps,  as  well  as  much  of  the  yards  of  the  site  and  of  the  residences 
adjacent  to  the  site  and  Garden,  are  currently  in  shadow  all  day  from  late  November  until  late  January  and 
after  mid-day  from  late  January  until  early  March  and  from  early  October  until  late  November. 
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The  project  would  add  new  shadow  to  the  most  intensively  maintained  eastern  portion  of  the  Garden  in 
the  morning  and  early  afternoon  in  March  and  September,  as  well  as  in  the  morning  in  December,  when 
most  of  the  eastern  Garden  is  already  in  shade  and  new  shadow  would  fall  near  the  Filbert  Street  steps.  In 
June,  shadows  would  be  limited  by  the  height  of  the  sun,  and  no  new  shadow  would  reach  the  Garden. 

GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMICITY  (p.  III.E-1) 

A  series  of  rockfalls  have  occurred  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  since  quarry  operations  ceased  on 
Telegraph  Hill  in  1915.  In  1992,  following  repaving  by  the  City  on  Alta  Street,  a  rockfall  occurred  on  the 
slope  at  the  foot  of  Alta  Street  dislodging  and  depositing  talus  on  to  the  adjacent  property  to  the  east.  The 
structure  located  at  22-30  Alta  Street  was  demolished  by  the  City  as  a  result  of  the  undermining  of  the 
building's  foundation  by  this  rockfall. 

Considering  past  slope  movements  on  the  site,  it  can  be  assumed  that  future  slope  movement  could  take 
place  in  the  more  fractured,  weathered  shale  rock  overlying  the  sandstone,  and  rockfalls  could  continue 
occur  on  the  steeper  portions  of  the  project  site.  Rockfalls  from  the  project  site  are  less  likely  to  occur  on 
the  gradual  northern  slope  and  therefore  are  not  likely  to  affect  people  or  property  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Filbert  Steps  or  Grace  Marchant  Garden.  Compliance  with  the  geotechnical  recommendations  and 
applicable  Uniform  Building  Code  (as  modified  for  San  Francisco)  provisions  would  reduce  the 
likelihood  of  future  slope  failure  and  rockfall  hazards  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Since  the  project  site  is  located  in  proximity  to  known  active  faults  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  the 
proposed  residential  building  would  be  subjected  to  seismically  induced  forces.  Compliance  with 
applicable  current  codes  and  recommendations  of  the  project's  geotechnical  reports  would  reduce  the 
impact  of  seismically  induced  structural  damage  to  a  less-than-significant  level.  Incorporation  into  the 
project  of  the  slope  treatments  such  would  also  reduce  to  a  less-than-significant  level  the  potential  impact 
of  seismically  induced  slope  failure.  Compliance  with  Title  24  standards  and  the  San  Francisco  Building 
Code  would  reduce  the  impact  of  damage  from  unsecured  objects  in  an  earthquake  to  a  less-than- 
significant  level. 

Preliminary  recommended  design  of  the  building  foundation  involves  the  placement  of  approximately 
32  interconnected  straight-shaft  reinforced  24-inch  diameter  concrete  piers.  A  surface  foundation, 
consisting  of  an  interconnecting  system  of  tie  beam/shear  walls,  would  connect  to  the  piers.  Possible 
hazards  associated  with  such  construction  could  include  worker  injury  or  death  by  falls,  unstable  or 
falling  construction  equipment,  and  ground  vibration  causing  rock  or  debris  to  dislodge  and  roll  down- 
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slope.  Equipment  and  rocks  falling  from  the  project  site  during  construction  could  result  in  damage  to 
properties  below  or  injury  or  death  of  people  in  the  vicinity  of  the  construction  operations.  Compliance 
with  a  strict  health  and  safety  plan,  developed  and  implemented  for  this  particular  site  would  reduce  the 
occurrence  of  construction-related  accidents  and  therefore  this  impact  would  be  less-than-significant. 

BIOLOGY  (p.  iii.F-i) 

The  Grace  Marchant  Garden  is  located  adjacent  to,  and  partially  extending  into,  the  project  site.  It 
includes  maintained  landscaping  within  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  as  well  as  portions  of  adjoining 
private  parcels.  The  project  would  have  the  potential  to  impact  the  Garden  in  three  different  ways. 

First,  construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  replace  the  old  concrete  foundations  and  extend  onto  a 
portion  of  the  weedy,  un-maintained  area  of  the  project  site.  The  loss  of  this  habitat,  currently  occupied 
by  weeds  and  un-maintained  ornamental  vegetation,  would  represent  a  minor  and  less-than-significant 
loss  of  habitat.  No  special-status  plant  or  animal  species  or  their  habitat  would  be  adversely  affected. 
Because  the  footprint  of  the  proposed  building  contains  no  large  or  scenic  trees,  no  such  resources  would 
be  affected. 

Second,  during  construction,  some  additional  surface  disturbance  would  occur  beyond  the  building 
footprint,  resulting  in  additional  loss  of  vegetation.  Depending  on  the  extent  of  surface  disturbance 
beyond  the  building  footprint,  construction  could  result  in  the  direct  loss  of  a  portion  of  landscaped 
vegetation  that  is  part  of  the  Garden.  In  addition,  there  could  be  some  adverse  impacts  from  debris  sliding 
or  rolling  downslope  into  the  Garden.  This  impact  would  be  adverse  because  of  its  effect  on  the  Garden, 
however,  because  it  would  not  substantially  impact  rare  and  endangered  species  or  habitats,  and  would 
not  require  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of  large  or  scenic  trees,  it  would  be  considered  less  than 
significant. 

Third,  the  impact  of  the  increased  shading  to  the  Garden  would  be  to  favor  a  palette  of  slightly  more 
shade-tolerant  species,  especially  in  the  area  nearest  the  proposed  building.  Most  of  the  planted  species 
currently  in  the  Garden  are  already  somewhat  tolerant  of  shade,  since  the  exposure  and  existing  buildings 
already  cast  shade  into  the  Gardens.  In  addition,  the  plantings  put  in  place  prior  to  1992  were  established 
when  the  shade  regime  included  the  foimer  building,  which  cast  about  three-fourths  as  much  shade  as  the 
proposed  structure.  Therefore,  most  of  the  plantings  currently  in  the  Garden,  especially  the  older  ones,  are 
expected  to  continue  to  thrive. 

Some  species,  such  as  roses,  benefit  from  direct  sun  for  a  portion  of  the  day  during  the  growing  season. 
Since  the  portion  of  the  Garden  with  rose  plantings  (primarily  in  the  northern  portion  of  the  project 
property  and  the  adjacent  area  of  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way)  would  receive  less  direct  sun  as  a  result 
of  the  project,  there  would  likely  be  detectable  adverse  effects  on  these  plantings.  However,  most  of  the 
plantings  in  the  intensively  gardened  portion  of  the  Garden  are  expected  to  continue  to  grow  and  flower, 
as  they  did  when  the  previous  building  was  in  place  and  light  conditions  were  similar  to  those  projected 
with  the  new  building  in  place.  The  intensively  gardened  portion  of  the  Garden  would  continue  to  provide 
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suitable  habitat  for  a  greater  variety  of  open  shade-loving  plants  than  would  the  less  intensively-gardened 
portion. 

D.  MITIGATION  MEASURES  (p  IV  l) 
MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

As  described  in  the  attached  Initial  Study  (Appendix  A),  the  proposed  project  has  the  potential  to 
temporarily  affect  local  air  quality  as  a  result  of  construction  activities.  As  a  result,  the  project  sponsor 
has  agreed  to  implement  the  following  mitigation  measure: 

•       The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  sprinkle  exterior  demolition  sites  with  water 
during  demolition,  excavation  and  construction  activity;  sprinkle  unpaved  exterior  construction 
areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover 
trucks  hauling  debris,  soil,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during 
demolition  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions.  Ordinance 
175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable  water  be 
used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  contractor(s) 
obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose. 

E.  ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT  (p  vi  l) 

ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT 

This  alternative  would  entail  no  change  to  the  site,  which  would  remain  in  its  existing  vacant  condition.  If 
the  No  Project  Alternative  were  implemented,  no  impacts  of  the  project  would  occur. 

ALTERNATIVE  B:  REPLACEMENT  ALTERNATIVE 

This  alternative  would  involve  the  construction  of  a  new  structure  on  the  site  that  would  generally  be  a 
replica  of  the  Fred  McNear  Jr.  Apartment  Building  that  occupied  the  site  from  1935  to  1992,  except  that 
this  alternative,  like  the  project,  would  include  three  residential  units,  rather  than  five  units  as  existed  in 
the  prior  building.  Construction  of  this  replacement  structure  would  not  create  any  new  shadow  effects  or 
impacts  to  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  when  compared  to  the  site's  pre-1992  conditions. 
Construction  of  a  structure  under  this  alternative's  conditions  would  create  new  shadow  impacts  on 
surrounding  properties  and  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  when  compared  to  existing  conditions.  Under  this 
alternative,  geological  impacts  on  the  project  site  would  similar  to  those  identified  for  the  proposed 
project.  Although  there  are  no  potentially  significant  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  project,  this 
alternative  would  be  considered  the  environmentally  superior  alternative  because  it  would  not  introduce 
any  new  shadow  impacts  to  the  site,  surrounding  neighborhood,  or  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  when 
compared  to  the  Fred  McNear,  Jr.  Apartment  Building  that  occupied  the  site  from  1935  to  1992. 
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ALTERNATIVE  C:  SINGLE-FAMILY  DWELLING 

Alternative  C  would  consist  of  a  five-slory  single-family  dwelling,  rather  than  three  condominium  units. 
Alternative  C  would  be  about  23  feet  tall  according  to  the  Planning  Code,  compared  to  32  feet  for  the 
proposed  project,  and  would  have  a  rear  height  of  about  64  feet,  compared  to  about  73  feet  for  the 
proposed  project.  It  would  be  about  three  feet  wider  than  the  proposed  project  on  Alta  Street,  and  would 
extend  six  feet  less  far  north  than  the  proposed  project.  This  alternative  would  have  two  on-site  parking 
spaces  in  a  garage  on  Alta  Street. 

Effects  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to,  or  incrementally  less  substantial  than,  those  of  the  proposed 
project.  Because  of  the  reduced  height,  shadow  effects  would  be  somewhat  less  than  those  of  the  project, 
but  somewhat  more  than  those  of  the  former  McNear  building  that  previously  existed  on  the  site.  As  with 
the  proposed  project  and  Alternative  B,  shadow  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant.  Effects  related  to 
land  use.  historic  architectural  resources,  visual  quality,  geology  and  seismicity,  and  biological  resources 
would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project  and,  like  those  of  the  project,  would  be  less  than 
significant. 
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A.  SITE  LOCATION  AND  PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 

The  project  site  is  22-30  Aka  Street  in  the  Telegraph  Hill  neighborhood  of  San  Francisco,  on  the  north 
side  of  Alta  Street,  at  the  end  of  a  dead-end  street.  Alta  Street  is  between  Union  and  Filbert  and 
Montgomery  and  Sansome  Streets  (see  Figure  1).  The  project  site  is  adjacent  to  the  Filbert  Street  right-of- 
way,  which  includes  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  Filbert  Steps,  and  is  located  within  the  Telegraph 
Hill  Historic  District.  The  7,500  (120'  x  62.5')  square-foot  site  consists  of  Lot  34A  of  Assessor's 
Block  106,  and  is  currently  vacant  except  for  the  remains  of  a  previous  apartment  building  foundation  that 
was  razed  by  the  City  in  1992.  The  rectangular  site  slopes  very  steeply  down  the  face  of  Telegraph  Hill  to 
the  north  and  east,  dropping  more  than  60  feet  vertically  over  its  120-foot  horizontal  length. 

The  project  would  construct  a  six  level,  three-unit  residential  condominium  structure.  The  building  would 
include  approximately  5,900  square  feet  (sq.  ft.)  of  living  space,  or  about  approximately  1,950  sq.  ft.  per 
unit.  Parking  and  circulation  space,  including  the  lobby,  would  total  about  2,200  sq.  ft.,  for  a  total  of  about 
8,100  sq.  ft.  Each  unit  would  be  on  two  levels  and  would  have  a  distinct  floor  plan  from  the  other  units. 
Each  unit  would  have  two  bedrooms  and  two  would  have  two  bathrooms,  while  one  would  have  three 
bathrooms. 

The  proposed  building  would  cover  about  36  percent  of  the  lot.'  The  building  would  be  setback  from  17 
to  22  feet  from  the  east  lot  line  (location  of  the  stairwell)  and  more  than  51  feet  from  the  rear  (north) 
property  line,  about  25  feet  north  of  the  northern  face  of  34  Alta  Street,  the  building  adjacent  to  the  project 
site  on  its  western  property  line.  There  would  be  no  setbacks  from  the  front  (south)  or  west  lot  lines. 

The  building  height,  measured  according  to  the  Planning  Code^,  would  be  approximately  32  feet  above 
street  grade  on  Alta  Street.  At  the  rear,  the  maximum  dimension  along  the  north  elevation  (from  grade  to 
roof)  would  be  approximately  73  feet,  achieved  in  four  separate  wall  planes,  each  set  back  from  the  one 
below.  On  the  east  elevation,  the  building  would  rise  about  82  feet  above  the  top  of  the  steep  slope.  A 
parking  garage  would  be  located  at  street  level  (overall  level  four)  with  space  for  five  automobiles. 
Entrance  to  the  structure  would  be  from  Alta  Street  for  pedestrians  and  vehicles.  No  demolition  of 


Because  of  the  site's  steepness,  particularly  its  eastern  edge,  it  is  likely  that  portions  of  the  site  are  not  suitable  for 
development. 

For  structures  on  downward  sloping  lots,  the  height  of  a  building  for  Planning  Code  purposes  is  measured  from  the  midpoint 
of  the  curb  in  front  of  the  building  for  the  first  100  feet  of  lot  depth  (Section  102. 12B). 
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II.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


existing  structures  would  be  involved.  A  rear  emergency  exit  would  be  located  on  the  north  side  of  the 
building  (see  Figure  2).  An  existing  low  concrete  wall  that  runs  along  the  eastern  edge  of  Alta  Street,  and 
that  was  extended  in  front  of  the  entire  length  of  the  project  site  subsequent  to  the  previous  building 
located  on  the  site  being  torn  down,  would  be  altered  to  remove  the  portion  of  it  that  extends  along  the 
project  site. 

The  Alta  Street  (south)  elevation  would  include  two  stories  of  bay  windows  with  horizontal  banding 
above  a  solid  garage  door  (see  Figure  3).  An  entrance  along  the  eastern  side  of  the  south  elevation  would 
include  metalwork  and  etched  glass  above  the  doorway  and  a  skylight  over  the  entrance  lobby.  The 
exterior  would  have  a  cement  plaster  finish.  A  building  logo  and  the  street  name  and  address  would  be 
displayed  on  a  cantilevered  extension  of  the  second-story  facade  that  would  serve  to  shelter  the  entry. 
The  building  design's  Modeme  references  include  curved  terraces  and  building  edges,  cantilevered 
balconies,  a  cement  plaster  finish,  horizontal  window  banding,  and  pipe  terrace  railings. 

The  western  elevation  of  the  building  would  primarily  be  adjacent  to  the  existing  apartment  building  at 
34  Alta  Street,  however  a  portion  of  the  proposed  structure  would  extend  beyond  34  Alta  Street  downslope 
to  the  north  (see  Figure  4).  Each  of  the  six  levels  of  the  building  would  include  a  terrace  of  varying  size, 
that  would  wrap  along  the  rear  (north)  and  east-facing  elevations  of  the  building  (see  Figure  5).  The 
southern  portion  of  the  east  elevation  would  include  an  enclosed  stairwell  with  three  small  rectangular 
windows  at  levels  3-5  and  four  rectangular  glass  block  windows  at  levels  3-6  (see  Figure  6). 

Although  the  site  is  currently  vacant,  the  Fred  McNear,  Jr.  Apartment  Building  was  located  there  from 
1935  to  1992.3  This  structure  was  a  five-level,  3,250-occupied-square-foot,  five-unit  Modeme  building 
(about  3,750  total  sq.  ft.  including  lobby  and  circulation  space).  It  rose  one  and  one-half  levels  above 
Alta  Street  and  extended  three  and  one-half  levels  below  Alta  Street  at  the  rear,  or  five  stories  in  all, 
compared  to  six  stories  currently  proposed.  The  McNear  building  had  no  on-site  parking. 

In  1992,  while  roadwork  was  being  performed  on  Alta  Street  by  the  City  that  included  removing  the 
street's  top  concrete  layer,  two  weeks  of  unexpected  heavy  rain  fell  on  the  City  during  what  had  been  a 
drought  year.  The  McNear  building  had  been  built  with  a  shallow  footing  on  the  loose  rock  of  the  site 
and  the  rainfall  led  to  the  building's  foundation  being  undermined.  The  concrete  was  subsequently 
replaced  on  the  street,  but  the  McNear  building  was  ultimately  deemed  unsafe  for  habitation  and 
demolished  by  the  City.  Subsequently,  the  City  undertook  major  stabilization  measures,  including  but  not 
limited  to:  substantial  scaling  of  loose  rock,  a  pier-supported  wall  at  the  end  of  Alta  Street,  installation  of 
rockbolting,  and  rockfall  netting.  The  proposed  project  is  intended  to  replace  this  destroyed  building  and 
takes  cues  from  its  Moderne  architectural  qualities. 


Ahhough  not  commonly  known  as  or  referred  to  by  this  name,  for  purposes  of  this  document,  the  former 
building  located  at  22-30  Alta  Street  will  be  referred  to  as  the  McNear  building.  According  to  David  Myrick,  in 
his  book  entitled  San  Francisco's  Telegraph  Hill,  the  former  building  is  officially  named  the  Fred  McNear  Jr., 
Apartment  Building. 
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II.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 


The  project  site  is  within  an  RH-3  (Three-Family)  District  and  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District  (40-foot 
maximum  height  limit,  no  bulk  limit).  This  district  allows  three  units  per  lot  and  one  unit  per  1,000  sq.ft. 
of  lot  area  as  a  conditional  use  (a  maximum  of  seven  units  would  be  permitted  on  the  subject  site).  The 
project  would  be  a  permitted  use  in  the  RH-3  district  and  would  comply  with  Planning  Code 
requirements  concerning  height,  bulk,  and  use  in  the  district  in  which  it  would  be  located.  Project 
construction  would  take  about  12  months,  with  occupancy  planned  for  late  1999.  The  project  architects 
are  McEachron  Architects  and  Pfau  Architecture.  The  project's  principal  characteristics  are  summarized 
in  Table  1. 

In  addition,  a  number  of  slope  stabilization  measures  are  proposed  as  part  of  the  project,  including: 

•  installation  of  a  system  of  vertical  piers,  some  as  deep  as  40  feet,  into  the  slope  and  restrained  from 
later  movement  by  a  system  of  beams  and  walls; 

•  installation  of  a  drainage  system  that  would  include  horizontal  drains  of  more  30  feet  in  length  to 
ensure  proper  runoff; 

•  installation  of  additional  prestressed  rockbolts  in  the  various  locations  on  the  bedrock  slope  to 
supplement  those  installed  in  1993; 

•  installation  of  gabion  wire  netting  across  the  upper  portions  of  the  slope  face; 

•  shotcrete  covering  or  structural  wire  mesh  could  be  used  to  reduce  bedrock  raveling  thus  reducing 
maintenance  of  the  upper  slope  (gunite  would  also  reduce  surface  water  infiltration); 

•  removal  of  loose  or  overhanging  rocks  and  installation  of  rock  netting  to  reduce  future  rockfalls 
and  contain  talus;  and 

•  direction  of  surface  drainage  away  from  the  foundation  of  the  proposed  structure  (via  a  connection 
to  the  existing  city  storm  drainage  system)  to  avoid  water  flowing  or  ponding  adjacent  to  the 
foundation. 


The  property  owner  has  recorded  a  Notice  of  Permissive  Use  acknowledging  that  the  public  has  the 
permission  of  the  owner  to  make  use  of  a  portion  of  the  property  subject  to  control  by  the  owner,  allowing 
gardening  on  the  unbuilt  portion  of  the  project  site,  to  the  rear  (north)  of  the  building  site,  where  the  site 
lot  adjoins  the  Filbert  Steps.  The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  that  it  will  offer  to  dedicate  this  portion  of 
the  site  for  public  gardening  activities  on  a  permanent  basis  if  the  project  is  approved  as  proposed. 

B.  PROJECT  SPONSOR'S  OBJECTIVES 

The  project  sponsor  has  identified  the  following  objectives  for  the  project: 

•  to  provide  replacement  housing  with  a  comparable  number  of  bedrooms  to  those  included  in  the 
prior  building  that  was  demolished; 

•  to  provide  on-site  parking,  in  contrast  to  the  prior  building  that  included  no  parking; 
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TABLE  1 
PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS 


Site  zoning 

Height  limit  /  Bulk  limit 

Proposed  /  Previous  use 

Proposed  height  (each  elevation) 

Levels 

Setbacks 

Parking  spaces 

Site  area 

Floor  area  ^ 

Number  of  units 

Living  Area 

Average  unit  size 

Total  building  area<^ 

Lot  coverage 


RH-3,  House-Three-Family 
40  feet  /  none 
Residential  Units 

32  feet  (south),^  73  feet  (north),  and  82  feet  (east) 
Six 

East  =  17-22  feet,  north  =  5 1  feet,  west  and  south  =  0. 
Five 

7,500  square  feet 
6,900  square  feet 
Three 

5,900  square  feet 
L950  square  feet 
8,100  total  square  feet 
36  percent 


^  As  measured  according  to  the  Planning  Code. 

^  Floor  Area,  in  occupied  square  feet,  per  Planning  Code  Sec.  102.10  (excludes  parking  but  includes  approximately 

1,050  sq.  ft.  of  interior  common  area  and  common  stairs). 
^  Excluding  common  areas. 

Including  approximately  1,200  square  feet  of  parking,  but  excludes  exterior  building  walls.  Including  exterior  wall 
thickness,  gross  floor  area  (per  Planning  Code  Sec.  102.9)  would  be  approximately  8,550  square  feet. 


•  to  construct  a  building  comparable  in  height,  mass,  and  exterior  treatment  to  existing  nearby 
structures  and  to  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  and  a  building  that  reflects  the  design 
characteristics  of  existing  structures  and  the  District; 

•  to  ensure  seismic  and  geologic  safety  in  design  and  construction;  and 

•  to  provide  economically  viable  home-ownership  opportunities. 


C.  PROJECT  APPROVAL  REQUIREMENTS  AND  GENERAL  PLAN  POLICIES 


This  EIR  will  undergo  a  public  comment  period  as  noted  on  the  cover,  including  a  public  hearing  before 
the  City  Planning  Commission  on  the  Draft  EIR.  Following  the  public  comment  period,  responses  to 
written  and  oral  comments  will  be  prepared  and  published  in  a  Draft  Summary  of  Comments  and 
Responses  document.  The  EIR  will  be  revised  as  appropriate  and  presented  to  the  City  Planning 
Commission  for  certification  as  to  accuracy,  objectivity,  and  completeness.  No  approvals  or  permits  may 
be  issued  before  the  Final  EIR  is  certified.  The  Department  of  Building  Inspection  would  require  a 
building  permit  for  the  construction  of  a  new  building.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  would  require  a 
minor  street  encroachment  permit  to  rebuild  the  curb  for  access  to  the  proposed  parking  garage. 

A  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  would  be  required  as  set  forth  in  Appendix  G  to  Article  10  of  the 
Planning  Code  for  new  construction  within  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District.  The  Certificate  of 
Appropriateness  would  be  considered  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  upon  the  advice  of  the 
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Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board.  Review  for  this  approval  would  include  an  assessment  of  the 
proposed  project's  compatibility  with  the  character  of  the  historic  district,  compatibility  with  prevailing 
heights  (both  topographic  and  built),  and  appropriateness  of  design. 

On  November  4,  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  passed  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning 
Initiative,  which  established  eight  Priority  Policies.  These  policies  are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of 
neighborhood-serving  retail  uses;  protection  of  neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement 
of  affordable  housing;  discouragement  of  commuter  automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and  service 
land  uses  from  commercial  office  development  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business 
ownership;  earthquake  preparedness;  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and  protection  of  open 
space.  Prior  to  issuing  a  permit  for  any  project  which  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California 
Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),  or  adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or  development  agreement,  the 
City  is  required  to  find  that  the  proposed  project  or  legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies. 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  General  Plan  provides  general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide 
land  use  decisions.  In  general,  potential  conflicts  with  the  General  Plan  are  considered  by  the  decisions- 
makers  (normally  the  Planning  Commission)  independently  of  the  environmental  review  process,  as  part 
of  the  decision  to  approve,  modify  or  disapprove  a  proposed  project.  Any  potential  conflict  not  identified 
here  could  be  considered  in  that  context,  and  would  not  alter  the  physical  environmental  effects  of  the 
proposed  project.  Some  of  the  key  objectives  and  policies  are  noted  below. 


COMMUNITY  SAFETY  ELEMENT 

Policy  2.1:  Assure  that  new  construction  meets  current  structural  and  life  safety  standards. 

Policy  2.3:  Consider  site  soils  conditions  when  reviewing  projects  in  areas  subject  to  liquefaction  or 
slope  instability. 

Policy  2.5:  Assess  the  risks  presented  by  other  types  of  potentially  hazardous  structures  and  reduce  the 
risks  to  the  extent  possible. 

Policy  2.9:  Consider  information  about  geologic  hazards  whenever  City  decisions  that  will  influence 
land  use,  building  density,  building  configurations  or  infrastructure  are  made. 


RESIDENCE  ELEMENT 

Objective  1.  Policy  4:  Locate  infill  housing  on  appropriate  sites  in  established  neighborhoods. 

Objective  2,  Policy  1:  Set  allowable  densities  in  established  residential  areas  at  levels  which  will 
promote  compatibility  with  prevailing  neighborhood  scale  and  character. 

Objective  12,  Policy  4:  Promote  construction  of  well  designed  housing  that  conserves  existing 
neighborhood  character. 
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Objective  12.  Policy  6:  Modify  proposed  developments  which  have  substantial  adverse  environmental 
impacts  or  otherwise  conflict  with  the  General  (Master)  Plan. 

RECREATION  AND  OPEN  SPACE  ELEMENT 
Objective  2.  Policy  3:  Preserve  sunlight  in  public  open  spaces. 

ENVIRONMENTAL  PROTECTION  ELEMENT 

Objective  7.  Policy  2:  Protect  land  from  changes  that  would  make  it  unsafe  or  unsightly. 

Objective  7.  Policy  4:  Assure  correction  of  landslide  and  shore  erosion  conditions  where  it  is  in  the 
public  interest  to  do  so. 

Objective  1,  Policy  5:  Prohibit  construction,  as  a  general  rule,  on  land  subject  to  slide  or  erosion. 

Objective  8.  Policy  2:  Protect  the  habitats  of  known  plant  and  animal  species  and  require  a  relatively 
natural  environment. 

URBAN  DESIGN  ELEMENT 

Objective  1.  Policy  1:  Recognize  and  protect  major  views  in  the  city,  with  particular  attention  to  those  of 
open  space  and  water. 

Objective  1.  Policy  3:  Recognize  that  buildings,  when  seen  together,  produce  a  total  effect  that 
characterizes  the  city  and  its  districts. 

Objective  2.  Policy  4:  Preserve  notable  landmarks  and  areas  of  historic,  architectural  or  aesthetic  value, 
and  promote  the  preservation  of  other  buildings  and  features  that  provide  continuity  with  past 
developments. 

Objective  2.  Policy  6:  Respect  the  character  of  older  development  nearby  in  the  design  of  new  buildings. 

Objective  2.  Policy  7:  Recognize  and  protect  outstanding  and  unique  areas  that  contribute  in  an 
extraordinary  degree  to  San  Francisco's  visual  form  and  character. 

Objective  3.  Policy  1 :  Promote  harmony  in  the  visual  relationships  and  transitions  between  new  and 
older  buildings. 

Objective  3.  Policy  2:  Avoid  extreme  contrasts  in  color,  shape  and  other  characteristics  which  will  cause 
new  buildings  to  stand  out  in  excess  of  their  public  importance. 

Objective  3.  Policy  3:  Promote  efforts  to  achieve  high  quality  of  design  for  buildings  to  be  constructed 
at  prominent  locations. 
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Objective  3,  Policy  4:  Promote  building  forms  that  will  respect  and  improve  the  integrity  of  open  spaces 
and  other  public  areas. 

Objective  3,  Policy  5:  Relate  the  height  of  buildings  to  important  attributes  of  the  city  pattern  and  to  the 
height  and  character  of  existing  development. 

Objective  3,  Policy  6:  Relate  to  the  bulk  of  buildings  to  the  prevailing  scale  of  development  to  avoid  an 
overwhelming  or  dominating  appearance  in  new  construction. 

Objective  4,  Policy  15:  Protect  the  livability  and  character  of  residential  properties  from  the  intrusion  of 
incompatible  new  buildings. 
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CHAPTER  III 


ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  AND  IMPACTS 


This  EIR  examines  effects  of  the  proposed  construction  of  a  three-unit  building  on  Alta  Street  east  of 
Montgomery  Street,  on  the  east  slope  of  Telegraph  Hill.  The  prior  building  on  the  site  was  demolished, 
by  the  City  of  San  Francisco  following  storm-caused  damage  to  the  building's  foundation.  This  analysis 
compares  the  proposed  project  both  to  the  existing  condition  (1998).  as  well  as  to  the  condition  in  which 
the  prior  building  was  extant. 


A.  LAND  USE 


LAND  USE  COMPATIBILITY 

The  Initial  Study  concluded  that  the  project  would  not  have  adverse  land  use  impacts.  Land  use 
information  is  included  in  the  EIR  for  informational  purposes,  to  orient  the  reader. 

Situated  in  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  land  uses  adjacent  to  and  near  the  project  site  are  almost 
entirely  residential.  Immediately  to  the  rear  (north)  of  the  site  is  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way,  which 
includes  the  renowned  Grace  Marchant  Garden  (Garden)  and  the  Filbert  Steps  (Steps)  that  transverse 
Telegraph  Hill.  Front  and  rear  yards  of  some  of  the  properties  adjacent  to  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way 
(including  the  project  site's)  function  as  part  of  the  Garden.  The  owner  of  the  subject  site  has  recorded  a 
Notice  of  Permissive  Use  acknowledging  that  the  public  has  the  permission  of  the  owner  to  make  use  of 
a  portion  of  the  property,  subject  to  control  by  the  owner,  allowing  gardening  activities  and  maintenance 
of  the  Garden  to  the  rear  of  the  property.  The  project  sponsor  has  indicated  it  will  offer  to  dedicate  this 
portion  of  the  site  for  public  gardening  activities  on  a  permanent  basis  if  the  project  is  approved  as 
proposed.  The  project  site  is  located  on  a  dead-end  street  on  which  all  of  the  buildings  are  residential. 
Adjacent  to  the  west  of  the  site  is  an  existing  multi-unit  residential  building.  Across  Alta  Street  to  the 
south  is  a  mix  of  residential  buildings  of  varying  size  and  age.  To  the  east  is  a  vacant  lot  that  has  similar 
dimensions  to  the  project  site  and  is  exceptionally  steep,  dropping  more  than  80  feet  vertically  over  60 
horizontal  feet.  At  the  base  of  this  adjacent  lot,  along  Sansome  Street,  is  an  office  district  composed 
mostly  of  mid-rise  individual  structures  and  the  Levi's  Plaza  campus  of  buildings. 


The  project,  construction  of  a  new  three-unit  residential  structure,  would  be  compatible  with  existing 
nearby  uses.  The  project  site  is  within  an  area  identified  in  both  the  General  Plan  and  the  Planning  Code 
as  acceptable  for  residential  use. 
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A.  LAND  L  SE 


With  the  proposed  project,  there  would  be  no  change  in  land  use  compared  to  the  prior  building  on  the 
site,  nor  would  there  be  any  land  use  incompatibility  with  other  nearby  residential  buildings.  Therefore, 
the  project  would  not  contribute  to  any  cumulative  changes  in  land  use. 


RECREATIONAL  USE 

The  proposed  project  site  is  located  adjacent  to  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  within  which  are  located 
the  Garden  and  Steps,  both  public  recreational  resources  used  by  local  residents  and  visitors  to  the 
neighborhood.  Further,  the  Cit\'  maintains  a  consen.'ation  easement  over  portions  of  the  Garden,  ensuring 
its  maintenance  as  a  public  resource. 

Although  the  project  would  have  the  potential  for  adverse  effects  to  the  Garden  due  to  shadowing  (as 
addressed  in  sections  III.D,  Shadow  and  III.F,  Biology),  there  would  not  be  the  potential  for  the  project 
to  substantially  diminish  or  conflict  with  the  established  recreational  uses  of  the  Garden  and  Steps.  The 
Garden  and  Steps  were  used  as  recreational  resources  in  a  manner  similar  to  how  they  are  currently  used 
during  the  period  in  which  the  McNear  building  occupied  the  project  site.  Subsequent  to  construction  of 
the  proposed  project,  residents  and  visitors  would  likely  continue  to  use  these  resources  as  public  open 
space.  Further,  construction  activit}'  for  the  proposed  project  would  be  temporary  and  would  likely  not 
result  in  direct  impacts  on  recreational  uses  of  the  Garden  or  Steps.  Therefore,  the  proposed  project  is  not 
expected  to  conflict  \v  ith  the  established  recreational  use  of  the  project  vicinity. 
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SETTING 

TELEGRAPH  HILL  HISTORIC  DISTRICT 
Overview 

An  historic  district  may  be  defined  as  an  area  possessing  a  significant  concentration,  linlcage,  or 
continuity  of  sites,  buildings  and  structures  that  are  united  by  past  events,  or  aesthetically  by  plan  or 
physical  development.  Historic  districts  are  defined  by  their  "period  of  significance"  which  is  the  length 
of  time  when  a  district  attained  the  characteristics  that  give  it  significance.  Building  alterations  and  new 
construction  within  an  historic  district  are  usually  controlled  by  the  application  of  design  guidelines  that 
will  help  maintain  a  district's  architectural,  historical  and  contextual  continuity. 

Background 

Most  of  San  Francisco's  Colonial  buildings  from  the  Spanish  and  Mexican  periods  were  destroyed  in  the 
"great  fire"  in  1850.  With  the  notable  exceptions  of  Mission  Dolores  and  a  cluster  of  buildings  in  the 
Presidio,  San  Francisco's  oldest  surviving  buildings  date  from  the  American  settlement  of  the  area  and 
are  found  within  the  boundaries  of  the  1906  fire  zone.  Three  concentrations  of  such  buildings  survived 
that  conflagration;  they  are  clustered  in  Jackson  Square,  along  the  Vallejo  Street  crest  of  Russian  Hill, 
and  along  the  eastern  slope  of  Telegraph  Hill.  Both  Jackson  Square  and  parts  of  Telegraph  Hill  have  been 
designated  as  local  historic  districts  by  action  of  the  Board  of  Supervisors,  upon  recommendation  of  the 
Planning  Commission  and  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (LPAB).'  The  Telegraph  Hill 
Historic  District  became  the  sixth  district  to  receive  local  historic  district  protection  when  it  was  adopted 
in  August  1985. 

Boundaries  and  Components 

The  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  is  defined  by  a  boundary  located  within  the  1906  fire  zone  and  covers 
only  a  small  portion  of  the  area  known  as  Telegraph  Hill.  The  district  is  centered  on  a  concentration  of 
surviving  pre- 1870s  structures  located  on  the  north  side  of  Filbert  Street  between  Montgomery  and 
Sansome  Streets,  including  two  small  pedestrian  streets,  Napier  Lane  and  Darrell  Place,  and  related  open 
spaces  (see  Figure  7).  When  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  1986,  the  district  contained  80 
structures  on  88  parcels,  including:  44  contributing  structures;  10  altered/contributing  structures  built 
during  the  district's  period  of  significance  but  lacking  in  integrity;  26  non-contributors  that  were  built  after 
1941  that  presumably  lack  architectural  and/or  historic  significance;  and  15  undeveloped  parcels  that  are 
neither  contributing  or  non-contributing  because  they  are  street  rights-of-way  or  vacant  lots.  Since  1986, 
two  Contributory  buildings  have  been  demolished  (including  one  on  the  project  site),  two  vacant  lots  have 
been  built  upon,  and  numerous  structures  have  been  altered.  The  non-contributing  structures  within  the 
district  are  those  built  after  the  district's  period  of  significance  that  represent  a  change  in  the  scale  and 


Russian  Hill  remains  unprotected  as  a  local  historic  district,  although  the  most  historic  parts  of  the  Hill  are  listed 
as  a  National  Register  Historic  District. 
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pattern  of  development  and  create  physical  barriers  in  the  area  that  interrupt  the  visual  and  historic 
continuity  of  the  district.  All  or  part  of  this  local  historic  district  may  be  eligible  for  listing  on  the  National 
Register  of  Historic  Places  and  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources. 

The  district  includes  steep  street  rights-of-way  that  are  impassable  except  on  foot,  five  vacant  but  buildable 
lots,  and  several  other  vacant  but  presumably  unbuildable  cliff  lots.  The  unbuilt  areas,  including  the  cliff 
lots  and  particularly  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  (which  includes  the  Filbert  Steps  and  Grace  Marchant 
Garden)  are  visually  and  functionally  integrated  into  the  district's  center  as  open  space.  The  Filbert  Steps 
(Steps)  serve  as  a  means  for  pedestrians  to  transverse  Telegraph  Hill  and  gain  access  to  Colt  Tower,  and  as 
such,  attract  numerous  visitors  for  those  purposes.  Inextricably  linked  to  the  visual  and  recreational  nature 
of  the  Steps  is  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  (Garden),  which  itself  is  a  unique  and  important  component  to 
the  district  as  noted  in  the  LPAB  case  report  (See  Appendix  B).  The  Garden  is  located  in  the  Filbert  Street 
right-of-way,  but  because  of  an  absence  of  property  line  fencing,  visually  extends  into  parcels  that  border 
on  the  street  right-of-way.  The  project  site  is  one  such  parcel.  For  a  more  detailed  description  of  the 
Garden,  see  section  III.F,  Biology,  below. 

The  Planning  Code  (Article  10,  Appendix  G,  Section  6)  explicitly  states  that  "architectural  features  of  the 
said  Historic  District  that  should  be  preserved  are  described  and  depicted  in  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board's  case  report  with  appendix"(see  Appendix  C).  The  case  report  recognizes  the  historic 
architectural  merit  of  the  district's  buildings,  states  that  the  cliffs  "are  a  highly  significant  and  aesthetically 
important  component  defining  the  setting  of  the  district,"  and  notes  that  "unimproved  street  rights-of-way 
are  valuable  open  space."  The  appendix  to  the  case  report  notes,  "the  setting  of  walkways,  gardens  and 
cliffsides  [as]  an  integral  part  of  the  district." 

Period  of  Significance 

The  district's  period  of  significance  is  from  1852-1941.  The  LPAB  case  report  for  the  district  found 
architectural,  historical  and  contextual  significance  as  expressed  in  the  architecture,  history,  and 
development  pattern  that  began  with  the  concentration  of  pre- 1870s  cottages  and  ended  with  a  group  of 
pre- WWII  buildings  in  the  Modeme  and  International  Styles  built  through  1941  (see  Figure  8).  The 
Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District's  Contributory'  buildings  represent  at  least  nine  successive  or 
overlapping  architectural  styles.  This  is  the  largest  collection  of  architectural  styles  found  in  any  local 
historic  district  in  San  Francisco,  and  as  such,  the  later  buildings  and  styles  share  few  characteristics  with 
the  earlier  ones.  Spanning  nearly  90  years,  the  district's  period  of  significance  is  composed  of  three 
relatively  distinct  local  historical  periods:  the  Settlement  Period  (1852-1869),  the  Middle  Period  (1870- 
1934),  and  the  Modem  Period  (1935-1941).  The  district  includes  22  buildings  from  the  Settlement 
Period,  23  from  the  Middle  Period,  and  13  from  the  Modem  Period.^ 


"  These  structures  are  of  the  highest  importance  in  maintaining  the  character  of  the  Historic  District. 
'    Corrected  to  reflect  buildings  altered  beyond  recognition. 
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Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  1970 
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The  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  is  one  of  only  five  areas  in  the  City  to  contain  examples  of  the 
Settlement  Period  or  earlier  architecture  and  development  patterns.  With  few  surviving  structures  from 
this  period,  the  oldest  being  the  Johnson  Grocery  Store  at  1301  Montgomery  (built  in  1852),  these 
structures  are  greatly  valued  and  among  the  rarest  in  the  City.  Beginning  in  the  late  1850s,  vernacular 
cottages,  some  with  minimal  Greek  Revival  detailing,  were  built.  This  style  is  rare  in  California  and  was 
soon  supplanted  by  the  Carpenter  Gothic,  which  was  in  turn  replaced  by  the  more  popular  Italianate, 
simplified  examples  of  which  may  be  found  in  the  district  and  throughout  the  City.  All  of  these 
buildings,  regardless  of  their  decorative  detailing,  were  executed  in  essentially  the  same  size,  scale,  form, 
and  construction  material.  They  were  generally  no  more  than  25  feet  wide,  one  to  two  stories  in  height, 
and  different  from  each  other  only  in  their  stylistic  detailing  and  construction  refinements. 

The  Middle  Period  encompassed  the  years  in  which  San  Francisco  emerged  as  a  mature  metropolis. 
During  this  time,  more  refined  and  academic  revival  styles,  such  as  the  Colonial  and  Spanish  Revival, 
began  to  appear  in  the  City,  and  modest  examples  of  this  style  are  still  found  within  the  district.  These 
buildings  were  usually  somewhat  larger  than  the  earlier  Telegraph  Hill  structures,  but  were  nevertheless 
contained  within  a  typical  Telegraph  Hill  standard  lot.  Before  this  period  ended,  the  style  that  came  to  be 
known  as  Art  Deco  had  evolved  out  of  European  classicism  and  would  soon  appear  on  Telegraph  Hill. 

Early  on  in  the  Modem  Period,  cottages  with  marginal  Craftsman  detailing  were  favored  on  the  Hill,  but 
within  a  few  years  the  architectural  style  and  building  scale  found  in  the  district  changed  radically. 
Following  completion  of  the  Montgomery/ Alta  and  Union/Calhoun  retaining  walls  that  demolished  many 
of  the  area's  older  structures  and  generated  new  development  opportunities  in  the  district  (including  the 
north  side  of  Alta  Street  where  the  project  site  is  located),  contemporary  architecture  became  the  new 
standard  for  the  area.  The  design  of  the  Modeme  apartment  building  at  the  project  site  and  the  Forbes 
Apartments  at  60  Alta  Street  (both  designed  in  1935),  represented  an  important  break  in  the  district's 
architectural  and  physical  continuity.  The  most  important  structure  of  this  period  is  the  Kahn  Residence 
at  70  Calhoun  Terrace,  designed  by  the  renowned  architect  Richard  Neutra.  These  buildings  introduced  a 
new,  larger  building  size,  scale  and  bulk,  and  a  different  architectural  character. 

The  International  Style  and  Modeme  buildings  were  often  the  product  of  developers  who  had  assembled 
lots,  demolished  smaller  historic  buildings,  and  built  larger  new  buildings.  This  development  style  was 
later  reinforced  in  the  district  by  the  designation  of  such  buildings  as  Contributory  structures  and  by 
Section  7(c)(1)  of  the  designating  ordinance,  which  encourages  "new  construction  in  a  contemporary 
idiom."  Due  to  the  long  span  of  the  surviving  construction  on  Telegraph  Hill,  a  modest  catalog  of 
American  architectural  styles  is  represented,  spanning  the  years  from  1850  to  the  present.  Found  here 
are  a  single  vestigial  example  of  a  Mid-Nineteenth  Century  Commercial  building,  as  well  as  simplified 
Greek  Revival,  Carpenter  Gothic,  and  Late  Victorian  Italianate  buildings.  Early  20th  Centur}'  styles 
include  Colonial  Revival,  Spanish  Colonial  Revival,  and  important  works  from  the  Modem  and  even  the 
Post-Modem  movements.  Although  the  earliest  of  these  buildings  survived  the  ravages  of  the  fire,  many 
have  been  remodeled,  some  beyond  recognition,  thus  limiting  their  ability  to  communicate  their  original 
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Styles.  Buildings  that  have  been  altered  beyond  recognition  are  generally  not  considered  to  be 
contributors  to  the  district. 

Guidelines 

For  all  projects  within  a  locally  designated  historic  district  (as  provided  for  in  Article  10  of  the  Planning 
Code)  that  involve  new  construction  or  visible  exterior  changes  to  an  existing  structure,  a  Certificate  of 
Appropriateness  is  required.  In  the  case  of  new  construction,  such  as  for  the  project  site,  the  Planning 
Commission  is  required  to  hold  a  public  hearing  on  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  application 
subsequent  to  an  advisory  report  being  submitted  to  the  Planning  Commission  by  the  LPAB. 

Section  7  of  Appendix  G  to  Article  10  sets  forth  specific  guidelines  for  review  of  proposed  changes 
within  the  district.  These  provisions  pertain  to  character,  height,  and  for  new  construction,  issues  such  as 
style,  landscaping,  access,  wooden  walkways  and  steps,  public  rights-of-way,  demolition,  cliffs,  and 
significance  of  individual  buildings.  Below  is  a  brief  summary  of  the  relevant  language  as  it  relates  to  the 
proposed  project: 

•  Character:  a  project  shall  be  compatible  with  the  character  of  the  district,  where  character  means  the 
architectural  features  and  historic  open  space  of  the  district  as  referred  to  and  described  in  the  district 
case  report. 

•  Height:  buildings  should  relate  to  the  height  of  structures  immediately  adjacent  and  in  the  general  area 
with  the  intent  that  the  building  should  be  contained  within  an  envelope  that  slopes  upward  or  downward 
with  the  slope  of  the  property. 

•  Style:  projects  shall  be  compatible  with  nearby  Contributory  buildings.  Further,  new  construction  in  a 
contemporary  idiom  is  encouraged,  with  specific  regulation  as  follows:^ 

(a)  Bay  windows  and  porticos  are  discouraged. 

(b)  Porches  and  balconies  are  encouraged. 

(c)  Gable  roof  forms  are  encouraged. 

(d)  The  mass  of  new  buildings  should  relate  to  the  topographical  contour  of  the  site,  and  be 
compatible  with  adjacent  buildings. 

(e)  The  use  of  horizontal  rustic  wood  siding  is  encouraged  over  other  surfacing  materials. 
Masonry''  surfaces  may  be  appropriate  in  subareas  with  a  concentration  of  Art  Modeme  or 
International  Style  building. 

(0      Fenestration  should  be  proportionate  and  in  scale  with  traditional  patterns  within  the  district. 
Wooden  sash  is  encouraged  over  aluminum  or  other  metal  sash. 

(g)     Detailing  should  relate  to  the  simple,  straight  forward  traditional  vernacular  forms  found  in  the 
district. 

These  characteristics  do  not  apply  uniformly  to  the  diverse  building  styles  and  scales  that  contribute  to  the 
district  nor  do  they  serve  to  enforce  reconstruction  to  a  particular  period  or  style. 
'    Presumably  cement  plaster  -  there  are  no  masonry  buildings  in  the  district. 
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•  Landscaping:  a  landscaping  plan  is  required  for  every  project  and  should  ensure  minimal  interference 
with  historic  gardens. 

•  Access:  access  for  construction  is  required  to  utilize  existing  paths,  steps,  and  walkways.  The  project 
sponsor  is  required  to  replace  landscaping  features  on  public  space  that  may  be  damaged  during 
construction. 

•  Wooden  Walkways  and  Steps:  the  Filbert  Steps  and  boardwalk  on  Napier  Lane  shall  be  maintained  as 
unique  contributors  to  the  setting  of  the  district. 

•  Public  Rights-of-Wav:  unimproved  sections  of  public  rights-of  way  shall  be  treated  as  open  space.  In 
such  spaces  gardens,  both  ornamental  and  natural,  are  encouraged. 

•  Cliffs:  for  projects  involving  construction  on  lots  located  within  the  designated  cliff  areas  of  the  district, 
a  geological  study  made  by  a  licensed  engineer  is  required.  ^  Such  projects  will  be  assessed  to  determine 
whether  they  will  have  a  reasonable  probability  of  endangering  life,  limb,  or  property. 


PROJECT  SITE 

As  verified  by  historic  photographs  dating  from  1862  through  the  1920s,  the  site  of  22-30  Alta  Street  was 
a  barren  and  rolling  hillside,  crisscrossed  with  goat  paths  that  existed  essentially  unchanged,  until  the 
Montgomery/AIta  Street  Roadway  Construction  project  of  1931.^  Figure  9  depicts  the  site  and 
surrounding  area  in  this  condition  in  about  1862.  The  homes  that  now  line  the  south  side  of  Alta  were 
occupied  by  stevedores  and  others  associated  with  the  shipping  industry.  These  houses  had  an 
unobstructed  view  over  the  hillside  (now  the  project  site)  that  allowed  the  occupants  to  monitor  the 
arrival  of  ships  into  San  Francisco  Bay,  an  activity  that  was  important  to  their  livelihood.  See  Figure  10 
for  a  view  of  Alta  Street  in  the  1920s  before  development  on  the  north  side  of  the  street  and  Figure  11  for 
the  same  view  of  Alta  Street  in  1998.  As  a  result  of  the  cut  and  fill  required  by  1931  roadway 
construction,  the  north  side  of  Alta  became  developable,  and  extensive  new  construction  occurred  along 
the  previously  barren  hillside,  radically  altering  its  character.  This  new  construction  effectively  bisected 
the  original  concentration  of  pre- 1870s  structures  on  the  hill,  and  eliminated  the  waterfront  view  of  the 
historic  buildings  on  the  south  side  of  Alta  Street.  The  north  side  of  Alta  Street  at  the  eastern  end  had 
never  been  built  upon,  and  beginning  in  1935  with  the  construction  of  22  Alta  Street,  the  setting  was 
almost  completely  transformed  with  the  development  of  the  many  multi-story  apartment  buildings  that 
exist  there  today.  In  addition  to  22-30  Alta  Street,  the  apartments  at  60  Alta  Street  were  built  in  1935. 

These  buildings  and  the  others  on  the  north  side  of  Alta  Street  were  typically  between  four  and  six  stories 
in  height,  with  cement  plaster  (stucco)  exterior  surfaces.  Only  the  two  mentioned  above  were  built  during 
the  district's  Modem  Period  (1935-1941).  The  others  were  built  later,  and  although  they  all  share 


'    The  project  site  is  not  located  within  the  district's  designated  cliff  areas. 

'    Information  on  the  history  and  architecture  of  the  buildings  of  the  historic  district  is  excerpted  from  the 

Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  case  report  appendix,  dated  August  1985,  prepared  by  Anne  Bloomfield,  and 
adopted  as  part  of  the  ordinance  (Article  10,  Appendix  G)  that  created  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District. 
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Figure  9 

Alta  Street,  Circa  1862 
(Looking  Southeast) 
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Figure  10 

Alta  Street,  1920s 
(Looking  West  to  Montgomery  Street) 
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Alta  Street,  1998 
(Same  View  as  Figure  10) 
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common  architectural  characteristics,  the  others  are  considered  Non-contributing  to  the  district  because 
they  were  built  after  the  district's  period  of  significance.  The  two  Contributory  structures  are 
architecturally  and  stylistically  comparable  with  other  Contributory  and  Non-contributory  examples  from 
the  Modem  period  within  the  district,  such  as  1470  Montgomery  Street  and  38-50  Calhoun  Terrace. 

The  22-30  Alta  Street  site  was  created  through  a  lot-split  of  a  larger  parcel  that  was  owned  by  long-time 
Telegraph  Hill  resident  Ian  Hoeffler,  described  in  the  City  Directories  as  a  bookkeeper  for  the  Montana 
Copper  Company.  He  retained  the  lower  portion  of  the  lot  that  originally  had  the  address  24  Alta  Street, 
and  developed  the  upper  parcel  as  the  three-unit  22-30  Alta  Street  apartment  building  in  1935.  Hoeffler 
purchased  and  developed  several  other  parcels  clustered  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site,  including  "the 
Compound"  at  265  Union  Street,  and  the  Hoeffler  Apartments  at  38-50  Calhoun  Terrace,  another 
Contributory  structure  in  the  district,  which  became  Hoeffler' s  home.  The  22  Alta  building  was  sold  to 
Fred  McNear,  Jr,  President  of  the  Grass  Valley  Bullion  Company,  who  subsequently  remodeled  it  in 
1937.  This  building  is  referred  to  as  the  McNear  building  throughout  the  rest  of  this  document. 

The  architect  of  22-30  Alta  Street  was  Angus  McSweeney,  who  apprenticed  in  the  office  of  Willis  Polk 
&  Co.,  an  important  early  San  Francisco  firm.  McSweeney  continued  with  the  firm  following  Polk's 
death  in  1924,  but  ultimately  headed  his  own  firm  that  is  considered  by  some  to  be  the  successor  firm  to 
the  Polk  office.  Eventually  McSweeney  took  on  partners,  initially  the  firm  became  McSweeney  and 
Schuppell,  and  later  McSweeney,  Ryan  and  Lee.  McSweeney's  portfolio  includes  a  few  period  revival 
houses  in  St.  Francis  Wood,  the  Commodore  Stockton  School  annex  on  Washington  Street,  the 
Commodore  Sloat  School  on  Ocean  Avenue,  the  Park  Merced  housing  complex,  and  St.  Leo  Roman 
Catholic  Church  of  Sonoma.  McSweeney  was  not  known  for  innovative  design,  and  most  of  his  projects 
involved  a  joint  venture  designer  from  another  firm.  McSweeney's  most  important  project  was  St. 
Mary's  Cathedral  on  Geary  Boulevard,  a  joint  venture  with  brilliant  designer  Pietro  Belluschi  that  was 
engineered  by  Pier  Luigi  Nervi.  No  other  examples  of  McSweeney's  Modeme  work  have  yet  surfaced, 
although  a  large  archive  of  McSweeney's  work  was  recently  donated  to  the  University  of  California  at 
Berkeley  architectural  archive. 

McSweeney's  five-level  wood  frame  building,  containing  3,300  square  feet  (occupied  floor  area),  rose 
one  and  one-half  levels  above  Alta  Street  on  the  front  facade,  and  descended  three  and  one-half  levels 
below  grade,  along  the  east  elevation.  Figure  12  depicts  an  architect's  model  of  the  McNear  building  in 
its  built  context.  It  was  faced  in  cement  plaster  over  wood  sheathing,  and  the  open  stair  was  faced  in 
shiplap  siding.  The  handrails  were  painted  wood,  as  were  the  window  and  door  frames.  The  building 
stepped  down  the  slope  to  the  north  and  had  terraces  on  four  levels.  An  external  staircase  ran  along  side 
the  building's  east  side. 

The  building  survived  for  57  years  and  was  altered  many  times,  ultimately  containing  five  apartments  in 
its  final  configuration.  In  1992,  the  building  was  demolished  by  the  City  after  being  damaged  as  a  result 
of  heavy  rains  and  roadwork  the  City  was  performing  on  Alta  Street.  It  was  the  first  building  in  the 
Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  since  the  district's  creation,  to  be  demolished. 


97.433E  /  22  -  30  Alta  Street  EIR 


III.B-11 


ESA  /  970-115 


IIl.B-12 


III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  AND  IMPACTS 


B.  HISTORIC  ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 


The  22-30  Alta  Street  structure  was  not  listed  or  rated  in  any  of  the  surveys  recognized  by  the  Planning 
Department,  including  the  Department's  7976  Citywide  Survey  or  the  Here  Today  survey  of 
architecturally  significant  buildings.  In  1985,  with  the  adoption  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District, 
the  building  was  designated  a  Contributory  structure,  one  of  seven  intact  examples  of  the  "innovative" 
buildings  built  during  the  Modem  Period  (1935-1941)  of  the  district's  development.  With  the  demolition 
of  the  22-30  Alta  Street  building,  its  value  as  architecture  and  history  were  irretrievably  lost,  leaving 
only  the  contextual  value  of  its  site  as  an  historical  resource. 

IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

CEQA  Section  21084.1  states  that  "a  project  that  may  cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the 
significance  of  an  historical  resource  (in  this  case,  the  district)  is  a  project  that  may  have  a  significant 
effect  on  the  environment.  This  section  defines  "historical  resource"  as  one  that  is  listed  in,  or 
determined  eligible  for  listing  in,  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources,  and  states  that 
resources  listed  in  a  local  register  of  historical  resources  "are  presumed  to  be  historically  or  culturally 
significant." 

A  "local  register  of  historic  resources"  is  defined  in  Public  Resources  Code  Sec.  5020.1  as  "a  list  of 
properties  officially  designated  or  recognized  as  historically  significant  by  a  local  government  pursuant 
to  a  local  ordinance  or  resolution."  A  "substantial  adverse  change"  is  defined  in  Public  Resources  Code 
Sec.  5020.1  as  "demolition,  destruction,  relocation,  or  alteration  such  that  the  significance  of  an 
historical  resource  would  be  impaired." 

The  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  ordinance.  Article  10,  Appendix  G,  of  the  Planning  Code  includes 
guidelines  as  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  review  standards  for  new  construction  in  the  district.  The 
Planning  Commission  will  utilize  these  guidelines  as  a  basis  for  determining  whether  or  not  to  approve 
the  project  sponsor's  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  application.  See  the  Guidelines  discussion  of  this 
section  above  for  the  language  of  these  guidelines.  The  guidelines  for  evaluation  of  an  application  for  a 
Certificate  of  Appropriateness  are  specific  to  that  process  and  not  directly  comparable  to  CEQA 
significance  criteria.  Nonetheless,  a  project  that  would  comply  with  these  guidelines  would  not  be 
expected  to  result  in  a  significant  effect  on  historic  architectural  resources. 


EVALUATION  OF  PROJECT  IMPACTS 

Designation  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  qualifies  the  district  as  being  "listed  in  a  local  register 
of  historic  resources."  Further,  as  noted  above,  all  or  part  of  the  district  is  potentially  eligible  for 
nomination  to  the  California  Register  or  the  National  Register,  and  could  be  listed  in  either  register  as 
such.  Therefore,  under  CEQA,  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  is  considered  an  historical  resource 
that  is  potentially  subject  to  significant  impact.  Having  established  that  the  project  site  is  located  within 
and  is  part  of  an  historical  resource,  the  purpose  of  this  evaluation  is  to  determine  whether  the  proposed 
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project  would  result  in  a  substantial  adverse  change  to  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  such  that  the 
qualities  that  make  it  historically  significant  would  be  impaired  or  lost. 

The  height  of  the  proposed  building  would  be  no  more  than  five  feet  taller  on  both  the  Alta  Street  and 
Filbert  Street  elevations  than  the  adjacent  building  (34  Alta  Street)  or  the  two  buildings  (40  and  50  Alta 
Street)  immediately  to  the  west  of  the  adjacent  building.  The  proposed  structure  would  be  taller  than  the 
McNear  building  (the  former  building  on  the  project  site),  in  part,  due  to  the  need  to  accommodate  a 
Code-required  parking  garage.  A  parking  garage  would  be  located  at  street  level  (overall  level  four)  with 
space  for  five  automobiles.  Although  the  McNear  building  did  not  include  any  parking  spaces, 
Section  15 1  of  the  Planning  Code  requires  that  a  minimum  of  one  off-street  parking  space  be  provided 
for  each  new  dwelling  unit  constructed. 

Compared  to  the  McNear  building,  the  proposed  project  would  appear  as  if  an  additional  story  were 
placed  in  the  middle  of  the  prior  building,  between  levels  two  and  three,  resulting  in  increased  height  and 
depth  at  each  of  levels  three  through  five  and  a  new  level  six.  The  new  building  would  also  extend  seven 
feel  farther  deep  (north)  into  the  lot  at  levels  one  and  two,  compared  to  the  prior  building  (compare 
Figures  12  and  13).  The  McNear  building  was  smaller  than  other  existing  buildings  on  the  north  side  of 
Alta  Street,  while  the  proposed  project  would  be  similar  in  height  to  those  other  structures. 

The  Planning  Code  does  not  address  building  width  of  proposed  new  construction,  but  calls  for  massing 
of  new  buildings  to  "relate  to  the  topographical  contour  of  the  site  and  be  compatible  with  adjacent 
buildings  (Article  10,  Appendix  G,  Section  7(d)."  The  project  would  step  down  the  sloping  hillside  site 
following  the  slope's  contours,  although  would  be  more  massive  than  the  adjacent  structures. 

The  width  of  the  project  site  is  62.5  feet,  more  than  double  that  of  a  typical  parcel  in  the  district.  The 
proposed  project  would  involve  development  of  only  the  west  portion  of  the  parcel,  and  would  separate 
the  main  mass  of  the  building  (34  feet  wide)  from  the  building  stair  tower  (11  feet  wide)  on  the  east 
elevation.  The  proposed  project  would  be  approximately  10  feet  wider  than  the  McNear  building. 

The  overall  effect  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  an  increase  in  height  of  approximately  one  story, 
width  of  approximately  10  feet  (one  foot  along  Alta  Street),  and  4,800  square  feet  of  enclosed  space 
(including  2,200  square  feet  of  parking  and  common  areas)  when  compared  to  the  McNear  building  (see 
Figures  12  and  13).  Nevertheless,  because  the  project  site  is  within  a  sub-area  of  the  district  that  contains 
large,  non-contributory  buildings,  the  project's  increased  volume  would  not  be  incompatible  with 
adjacent  construction.  Because  the  project  site  is  relatively  large,  compared  to  other  lots  in  the  district, 
the  proposed  structure  would  have  a  smaller  percentage  of  lot  coverage  than  most  other  buildings  in  the 
district,  as  did  the  previous  building.  See  Section  III.D,  Shadows  for  a  comparison  of  the  shadows  cast  by 
the  project  and  the  previous  building. 

According  to  the  project  architect,  the  proposed  design  is  intended,  in  part,  to  recall  the  McNear  building 
previously  on  the  site,  and  to  meet  the  compatibility  requirements  of  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness. 
Specifically,  the  exterior  finish  of  the  proposed  structure  would  match  the  cement  plaster  of  the  previous 
building,  several  other  buildings  on  Alta  Street,  and  other  Contributory  Modeme  buildings  in  the  district. 
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including  the  similar  1470  Montgomery  Street  and  50  Calhoun  Terrace  buildings.  The  window  and  door 
frames,  terraces,  pipe  railings  and  rounded  corners  would  also  be  stylistically  consistent  with  the 
previous  building  and  the  district's  other  Moderne  structures. 

The  project  would  be  in  keeping  with  the  character  of  the  district  in  terms  of  its  residential  use,  Moderne 
style,  and  its  orientation  to  the  steep  site.  In  fact,  page  one  of  the  case  report  statement  of  significance 
states  in  reference  to  the  Moderne  and  International  Style  buildings  in  the  district:  "This  change  in  style, 
scale,  and  pattern  of  development  completes  the  district's  period  of  significance."*  However,  the 
proposed  building  would  be  wider  and  taller  on  the  northern  and  eastern  elevations  than  structures 
immediately  adjacent  to  it  and  in  the  general  area.  Because  the  district  is  a  collection  of  buildings  with 
diverse  architectural  styles  and  building  forms  within  a  small  area,  the  larger  size  of  the  project  would 
make  it  visually  prominent  compared  to  many  of  the  nearby  buildings 

Planning  Code  Article  10,  Appendix  G,  Section  7(c),  states  that  new  construction  "shall  be  compatible 
with  the  nearby  Contributory  buildings  within  the  historic  district"  and  conform  to  several  style 
directives  as  noted  above.  This  statement  does  not  differentiate  among  the  variety  of  architectural  styles 
of  those  buildings  and,  as  such,  some  of  the  guidelines  are  not  applicable  to  modem  style  buildings.  The 
project  would  not  strictly  adhere  to  these  style  guidelines.  However,  both  the  Case  Report  for  the 
Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  and  the  Planning  Code:  identify  the  Modem  period  as  part  of  the 
district's  period  of  significance;  include  Modern  buildings  as  contributory  elements  to  the  district;  and 
encourage  "construction  in  a  contemporary  idiom."  Thus,  although  the  Code's  specific  style  guidelines 
do  not  reinforce  Modem  elements,  the  project  would  conform  with  the  general  standards  regarding 
contemporary  buildings  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  as  described  because  of  its  Moderne 
detailing,  cement  plaster  finish,  and  series  of  terraces.  The  proposed  building  would  be  different  than 
nearby  Contributory  buildings,  either  in  terms  of  style  or  mass.  There  are  three  Contributory  buildings 
that  are  either  adjacent  to  or  across  Alta  Street  from  the  project  site  and  ten  others  within  a  100-foot 
radius  from  the  project  property.  Of  these  13  buildings,  only  one  is  of  a  Modem  architectural  style  and  a 
majority  are  Italianate  in  design.  Further,  all  of  these  structures  are  substantially  smaller  in  terms  of 
overall  mass  and  floor  area  than  is  the  proposed  project. 

More  specifically,  there  are  eight  Contributory  buildings  located  on  Alta  Street  or  adjacent  to  the  project 
site.  Adjacent  to  the  project  site  on  its  northwest  edge  is  a  two-story  cottage  at  221  Filbert  Street, 
approximately  1,100  sq.  ft.  in  size.  The  one  Contributory  building  on  the  north  side  of  Alta  Street  is  60- 
62  Aha,  which  is  a  three-story  structure  of  approximately  2,300  sq.  ft.  The  other  six  buildings  on  the 
south  side  of  Alta  Street  include  four  Italianate  and  two  Greek  Revival  structures  of  two  to  three  stories 
that  range  from  1,050  sq.  ft.  to  more  than  2,000  sq.  ft. 

The  project  would  have  the  potential  to  affect  non-architectural  components  of  the  historic  district, 
including  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden.  Filbert  Steps,  and  a  cliff  face.  Potential  effects,  particularly  as 
they  pertain  to  the  Garden,  are  addressed  in  this  EIR  separately  in  sections  for  issues  regarding  land  use 
(section  III. A),  visual  quality  (section  III.C),  shadows  (section  III.D),  geology  (section  III.E),  and 
biology  (section  III.F). 


'    The  term  "change"  refers  to  the  shift  tVoni  pre- 1931  architectural  styles  (vernacular  cottages,  Italianate.  etc.)  to 
post- 1931  development  in  Modern  styles. 
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CONCLUSION 

The  project's  impact  would  not  result  in  substantial  modifications  to  the  historic  district  as  a  whole,  nor 
would  it  result  in  a  compromise  in  the  integrity  or  significance  of  any  of  the  adjacent  buildings  that  are 
identified  as  Contributory  to  the  district.  This  conclusion  is  substantiated  by  three  primary  factors.  First, 
the  relative  size  of  the  proposed  project  represents  a  nominal  change  to  the  district's  setting.  Since  the 
proposed  project  involves  the  construction  of  a  single  code-complying  structure  on  a  single  piece  of 
property  within  an  historic  district  that  includes  eighty  structures  and  covers  many  blocks,  the  resultant 
change  is  insufficiently  large  to  compromise  the  significance  of  the  district  itself  or  to  affect  the 
significance  of  other  surrounding  properties  in  any  meaningful  way. 

Second,  as  a  replacement  for  a  lost  Contributory  structure,  the  project  would  not  irreparably  or 
substantially  alter  the  historic  setting  as  a  character-defining  feature  of  the  district  or  the  nearby 
buildings.  The  proposed  design,  which  includes  the  use  of  materials  and  features  that  recall  the  previous 
contributing  structure,  would  result  in  a  building  that  is  stylistically  compatible  with  the  district.  While 
the  proposed  building  would  provide  parking,  and  would  be  taller,  wider,  and  enclose  more  square 
footage  than  its  predecessor,  the  degree  of  change  would  be  insufficient  to  adversely  affect  the  overall 
character  of  the  district  (including  any  neighboring  building's  Contributory  status). 

Third,  as  part  of  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  process,  the  proposed  project  is  subject  to  review  and 
approval  by  the  Director  of  City  Planning  and/or  the  City  Planning  Commission  acting  with  advice  from 
LPAB.  As  such,  the  project  would  be  closely  evaluated  for  its  compatibility  with  the  guidelines  set  forth 
in  Appendix  G  of  Article  10  of  the  Planning  Code.  The  proposed  design  would  be  in  conformance  with 
most  of  the  guidelines  included  in  Article  10. 

Because  of  the  project's  relative  size  compared  to  the  district,  its  stylistic  compatibility  with  the  McNear 
building  and  the  district,  and  the  fact  that  it  would  be  subject  to  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  review 
process,  the  proposed  project  would  not  substantially  impact  the  character  of  the  district.  Because  of  the 
unique  circumstances  under  which  the  project  would  be  developed  (i.e.,  replacement  of  a  prior  building 
demolished  by  the  City)  and  the  lack  of  buildable  sites  in  the  vicinity,  the  project  would  not  contribute  to 
any  cumulative  changes  in  the  historic  architectural  fabric  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Although  there  no  are  significant  visual  impacts  expected  to  result  from  the  proposed  project  (as 
discussed  in  the  Initial  Study),  this  section  has  been  added  for  informational  purposes  and  to  provide 
context  for  the  evaluation  of  project  impacts  on  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  and  its  unique 
features,  including  the  Filbert  Steps  and  Grace  Marchant  Garden.  This  section  addresses  existing  visual 
conditions  and  the  potential  for  the  project  to  affect  those  conditions,  focusing  on  aesthetics  and  views 
from  public  areas.  Compatibility  of  the  project  with  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  including  the 
potential  for  related  impacts  caused  by  the  design  of  the  structure,  whether  due  to  architectural  style  or 
physical  size,  is  discussed  in  section  III.B,  Historic  Architectural  Resources. 


SETTING 
Visual  Character 

The  project  site  is  a  rectangular  property  that  is  bordered  by  Alta  Street  to  the  south  and  the  Filbert  Street 
right-of-way  to  the  north.  The  site  is  currently  vacant  except  for  the  foundation  remains  of  a  previous 
apartment  building  that  was  razed  by  the  City  in  1992,  referred  to  herein  as  the  McNear  building.  These 
irregular  concrete  protrusions  partially  overgrown  with  weeds  are  at  the  southwest  portion  of  the  site  just 
below  (north  of)  Alta  Street  (see  Figure  39).  The  rectangular  site  slopes  very  steeply  down  the  face  of 
Telegraph  Hill  to  the  north,  dropping  more  than  60  feet  vertically  over  its  120-foot  horizontal  length.  The 
eastern  edge  of  the  site  drops  precipitously  over  the  cliff  towards  Sansome  Street  below. 

The  northwestern  portion  of  the  site,  as  described  in  greater  detail  in  section  III.F,  Biology,  is  a  tended 
ornamental  garden  area  that  is  part  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden.  This  hilly  area,  less  steep  than  the 
southern  or  eastern  portions  of  the  site,  is  densely  covered  by  a  diversity  of  plant  life,  including  one  large 
tree,  a  few  smaller  trees,  and  numerous  other  smaller  plants.  Most  of  the  northeastern  portion  of  the  site 
is  covered  by  a  thick,  dense  untended  brush  that  serves  as  a  natural  backdrop  to  the  ornamental  Garden 
when  viewed  from  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way.  The  Garden  is  composed  of  a  variety  of  species  and 
sizes  of  plants  located  both  on  and  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  The  Garden  is  a  focal  point  of  visual 
interest  and  serves  to  obscure  from  public  view  (specifically  from  the  Filbert  Steps)  much  of  the  vacant 
project  site. 

The  project  site  is  among  multi-story  residential  buildings  on  Alta  and  Montgomery  Streets,  which  are 
two  to  four  stories  on  their  street  frontages  and  up  to  six  stories  tall  on  their  downslope  elevations.  The 
buildings  in  the  immediate  area  range  from  small  vernacular  wood  cottages,  such  as  221  Filbert  Street,  to 
large  Modeme  cement  plaster  buildings  such  as  1360  Montgomery  Street.  Some  of  the  buildings  on  Alta 
Street  have  balconies  or  fire  escapes  facing  the  street,  some  have  bay  windows,  and  some  have  simple 
flat  facades.  Some  are  of  a  contemporary  design  style,  while  others  on  the  south  side  of  the  street  were 
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built  during,  and  maintain  the  style  of,  the  early  part  of  the  century.  Almost  all  of  the  buildings  on  Alta 
Street  are  built  out  to  the  property  line  (see  Figure  11). 

Adjacent  to  the  project  site  (to  the  north)  and  the  adjoining  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  are  the  Filbert  Steps, 
which,  along  with  the  Garden,  are  an  important  visual  feature  of  the  neighborhood.  The  wooden  Filbert 
Steps  run  nearly  the  length  of  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  (between  Montgomery  Street  and  the  cliff) 
and  afford  pedestrians  views  of  the  Bay,  the  Garden,  and  many  of  the  structures  in  the  immediate  area  of 
the  project  site.  The  prominent  cliff  faces  of  Telegraph  Hill,  on  its  north  and  northeastern  sides,  are  also 
important  visual  aspects  of  the  project  area.  The  eastern  edge  of  the  project  site  and  the  adjacent  parcel 
(to  the  east)  are  on  a  steep  cliff  rock  face  that  drops  dramatically  to  the  rear  of  an  office  building 
(201  Filbert  Street)  located  at  the  intersection  of  Filbert  and  Sansome  Streets. 

Views  of  Site 

There  are  three  representative  views  in  which  the  site  can  be  viewed  prominently  from  public 
viewpoints:  the  intersection  of  Sansome  and  Filbert  Streets,  the  Filbert  Steps,  and  Alta  Street  east  of 
Montgomery  Street.  The  most  distant  of  these  three  views  is  from  Sansome  Street  at  the  eastern  base  of 
Telegraph  Hill  just  north  of  Filbert  Street.  Between  201  Filbert  Street  and  1301  Sansome  Street,  a  narrow 
view  of  the  lower  portion  of  the  Filbert  Steps,  the  cliff  face  of  the  property  adjacent  to  the  project  site, 
the  northern  edge  of  the  project  site,  most  of  34  Alta  Street  (the  building  immediately  west  of  the  site), 
the  north  elevation  of  40  Alta  Street  and  the  very  top  portions  of  two  buildings  on  the  south  side  of  Alta 
Street  across  from  the  site  are  visible  (see  Figure  14).' 

From  this  same  vantage  point  prior  to  1992,  when  the  now  demolished  McNear  building  was  located  on 
the  project  site,  the  McNear  building  almost  entirely  blocked  the  view  of  the  eastern  face  of  34  Alta 
Street.  A  portion  of  the  project  site  currently  visible  was  instead  occupied  by  the  lower  (northern)  portion 
of  the  building. 

The  middle  range  of  the  three  views,  in  terms  of  distance  to  the  site,  is  from  the  Filbert  Steps.  From  just 
east  of  Napier  Lane  to  just  east  of  Darrell  Place,  views  of  varying  breadth  and  clarity  are  available  to 
pedestrians  moving  along  the  Steps.  The  most  expansive  view  from  the  Steps  is  available  between  Napier 
Lane  and  Darrell  Place  where  the  view  blockage  from  a  large  tree  on  the  site  and  trees  in  the  Garden  to 
the  west  of  the  site  is  minimized  (see  Figure  16).  From  this  viewpoint,  the  Garden  is  visible  in  the 
foreground.  Most  of  221  Filbert  Street  (the  small  cottage  adjacent  to  the  west  of  the  project  site)  is  visible, 
as  are  the  top  halves  of  34,  40  and  50  Alta  Street,  the  buildings  that  line  the  north  side  of  Alta  Street  to  the 
west  of  the  site.  Two  of  the  buildings  on  the  south  side  of  Alta  Street  (16  and  18  Alta  Street),  directly 
across  the  street  from  the  site,  are  also  partially  visible  above  the  retaining  wall  that  abuts  the  project  site. 


The  view  from  this  general  vantage  point  changes  depending  upon  where  along  Sansome  Street  a  person  is  standing, 
however  the  image  shown  in  Figure  14  depicts  the  most  inclusive  perspective  of  the  project  site. 
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Prior  to  1992,  this  view  was  noticeably  different  due  to  the  presence  of  the  McNear  building.  At  that 
time,  the  buildings  on  the  south  side  of  Alta  Street,  the  retaining  wall,  and  a  patch  of  sky  between  the  top 
of  the  south  side  buildings  and  the  primary  roofline  of  those  on  the  north  side  of  the  street  adjacent  to  the 
project  site  were  not  visible.  Instead,  the  view  was  of  the  three  tiered  planes  of  the  glass  and  cement 
plaster  McNear  building. 

The  closest  (and  least  frequently  seen)  of  the  three  public  views  is  that  from  Alta  Street  up  or  down  the 
block  from  the  project  site.  The  site  is  at  the  end  of  a  dead-end  street  that  continues  less  than  30  feet  to 
the  east  of  the  site.  The  site  is  at  least  partially  visible  from  much  of  the  south  side  of  the  block  east  of 
Montgomery  Street.  Looking  east  towards  the  site,  an  expansive  view  of  the  Bay,  Verba  Buena  and 
Treasure  Islands,  the  East  Bay  hills,  and  a  few  San  Francisco  piers  is  available.  Looking  northwest  to  the 
site  from  the  east  end  of  Alta  Street,  the  retaining  wall  that  currently  runs  the  length  of  the  sidewalk  in 
front  of  the  site  is  seen  in  the  foreground.  The  east  face  of  the  adjacent  34  Alta  Street  building  is 
prominent  from  this  viewpoint,  as  are  portions  of  a  number  of  other  buildings  located  within  the  historic 
district  in  the  distance  (see  Figure  18). 


IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

The  existing  visual  character  of  the  site  and  surroundings  is  determined  by  the  attributes  of  specific 
features  and  patterns  that  the  features  have  assumed  as  a  result  of  natural  and/or  cultural  processes. 
Evaluation  of  potential  project  impacts  on  the  existing  visual  character  of  the  site  and  surroundings 
requires  analysis  of  the  elements  of  the  project  that  would  be  introduced  and  how  those  changes 
(separately  or  collectively)  would  affect  the  character  of  the  site  and  views  of  it  from  off-site  locations. 
Impacts  to  the  visual  quality  or  character  of  a  site  may  occur  as  a  result  of  substantial  demonstrable 
negative  aesthetic  effects,  substantially  degraded  or  obstructed  scenic  views  or  vistas  from  public  areas, 
and  the  production  of  new  substantial  light  or  glare. 


AESTHETIC  EFFECTS 

The  project  would  result  in  a  visual  change  to  the  site  and  the  Telegraph  Hill  neighborhood/historic 
district.  The  six-story  (three  stories  above  grade)  structure  would  be  primarily  Modeme  in  style  and 
finished  in  cement  plaster.  Elements  of  the  building  would  include  pipe  railings,  bay  windows  (on  the 
south  facade),  terraces  at  each  level,  tiered  massing,  a  flat  roof,  rounded  comers,  metal  window  and  door 
frames,  a  cement  plaster  finish,  and  a  glassblock  enclosed  stairwell. 

The  design  of  the  proposed  structure  would  generally  be  in  conformance  with  the  style  guidelines  set 
forth  in  Article  10,  Appendix  G  of  the  Planning  Code  and  would  adhere  to  the  Code-stated 
encouragement  that  new  construction  be  of  a  "contemporary  idiom."  The  project  would  not  be  of  a  style 
similar  to  that  of  most  of  the  buildings  immediately  surrounding  the  project  site,  although  would  share 
design  characteristics  with  other  Modem  buildings  in  the  neighborhood.  Potential  impacts  related  to  the 
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project's  compatibility  with  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  are  discussed  in  detail  in  section  III.B, 
Historic  Architectural  Resources. 

Because  the  project  would  not  visually  alter  the  overall  residential  character  of  the  existing 
neighborhood,  be  of  such  a  scale  as  to  stand  out  from  locations  other  than  those  with  direct  views  of  the 
site,  or  introduce  building  materials  or  an  architectural  style  that  are  foreign  to  the  surrounding 
neighborhood,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect. 

EFFECTS  ON  VIEWS 

The  proposed  structure  would  be  32  feet  tall  on  the  Alta  Street  elevation,  73  feet  tall  on  the  north 
elevation,  and  82  feet  tall  on  the  east  elevation.  The  main  mass  of  the  building  would  be  34  feet  wide, 
and  when  measuring  along  its  south  elevation  where  the  glassblock  enclosed  stairwell  is  located,  the 
building  would  be  a  total  of  45  feet  wide.  The  contour  of  the  building  would  include  four  separate  wall 
planes,  including  three  tiers  with  no  continuous  building  plane  of  more  than  about  30  feet.  Terraces 
would  be  located  off  of  each  the  building's  six  levels. 

For  each  of  the  three  primary  vantage  points  of  the  site  discussed  above,  computer-generated 
photosimulations  have  been  prepared  in  order  to  describe  the  level  of  visual  impact  that  would  occur  as  a 
result  of  the  proposed  project.  Each  of  the  simulations  has  been  inserted  into  the  photographs  shown  in 
Figures  14,  16,  and  18,  and  therefore  these  photos  serve  as  the  "before"  image  for  each  of  the 
corresponding  "after"  simulations. 

From  the  most  distant  of  the  three  views,  at  the  intersection  of  Sansome  and  Filbert  Streets,  the  view  of 
the  project  site  would  be  changed  as  demonstrated  in  Figure  15.  From  this  vantage  point,  at  least  a 
portion  of  all  six  levels  of  the  proposed  building  would  be  visible,  including  the  entire  north  elevation  of 
the  mass  that  composes  the  lowest  two  levels.  Most  of  the  visible  portions  of  the  building  would  appear 
above  the  roofline  of  the  seven-story  201  Filbert  Street  office  building  in  the  foreground.  The  southern 
elevation  would  not  be  visible,  nor  would  any  point  where  the  building  meets  the  ground.  The  lower 
portion  of  the  east  elevation  would  be  blocked  by  201  Filben  Street,  although  most  of  the  glass-block 
enclosed  stairwell  would  be  visible,  as  would  at  least  some  of  the  east  facing  windows  on  all  but  the 
lowest  level.  Approximately  three-quarters  of  the  building's  overall  mass  would  be  visible  from  this 
viewpoint.  From  this  view,  slope  stabilization  elements  including  gabion  wire  netting  (typically  a  mesh 
secured  by  anchors)  could  be  visible  in  the  northeast  comer  of  the  site.  The  metallic  wire  and  anchors 
would  be  most  obvious  when  newly  installed  but  would  likely  fade  into  the  hillside  as  vegetation  grows 
through  the  netting  and  the  netting  discolors  from  exposure  to  weather.  The  stabilization  elements  would 
not  alter  the  steep  contours  cited  in  Article  10.  Appendix  G.  as  an  "aesthetically  important  component" 
of  the  district,  which  "produce  dramatic  and  unique  vistas."  Nor  would  the  stabilization  measures  convert 
the  "natural"  cliff  face  to  a  "built"  feature,  particularly  over  time  as  vegetation  and  weathering  reduce  the 
visibility  of  the  added  elements. 

From  this  vantage  point,  the  proposed  structure  would  block  views  of  the  east  elevation  of  34  Alta  Street, 
almost  all  of  the  north  elevations  of  34  and  40  Alta  Street,  the  \tr\  top  of  a  building  across  Alta  Street 
from  the  site,  and  a  patch  of  open  sky.  A  viewer  of  the  site  from  this  perspective  would  see  the  proposed 
building  relatively  closer  than  the  slightly  more  distant  existing  structures.  When  compared  to  pre- 1992 
conditions  when  the  McNear  building  was  located  on  the  site,  the  project  would  result  in  only  a  minimal 
change. 
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From  the  middle  range  view,  on  the  Filbert  Steps  between  Napier  Lane  and  Darrell  Place,  the  view  of  the 
project  site  would  be  changed  as  demonstrated  in  Figure  17.  From  this  vantage  point,  the  north  elevation 
and  lower  portion  of  the  west  elevation  (north  of  the  adjacent  structure)  of  the  proposed  structure  would 
be  visible.  The  south  and  east  elevations  would  not  be  visible.  Much  of  the  north  elevation  would  be 
obscured  by  an  existing  large  tree  located  at  the  southern  edge  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  within  the 
project  site,  but  if  the  tree  were  to  someday  be  removed,  the  entire  facade  of  the  lower  mass  would  be 
visible.  Each  of  the  building's  tiers  would  be  visible,  although  because  of  the  steep  slope  of  the  site  (and 
thus  the  lower  elevation  of  the  vantage  point),  much  of  the  face  of  each  of  the  upper  building  planes 
would  be  partially  obscured.  The  windows  on  the  lowest  tier  of  the  building  would  be  visible  (except 
where  obscured  by  the  existing  tree,  which  changes  depending  upon  exactly  where  the  viewer  stands),  as 
would  part  of  the  windows  on  the  highest  tier.  Approximately  half  of  the  building's  overall  mass  would 
be  visible  from  this  viewpoint. 

Slope  stabilization  elements  would  likely  not  be  visible  from  this  vantage  considering  most  of  the  slope 
improvements  would  be  installed  on  the  shear  east  slope.  Further  east  on  the  Filbert  Steps,  however, 
gabion  wire  netting,  rockbolting,  and  gunite  slope  treatment  would  possibly  be  observed  on  the  slope 
below  the  northeast  comer  of  the  building  and  the  east-facing  slope  of  the  site.  The  rockbolt  assemblies 
could  appear  metalic  when  newly  installed  but  would  likely  discolor  with  and/or  become  obscured  by 
vegetative  growth.  Similarly,  the  gunite,  if  applied  in  earth-tone  hues,  would  blend  with  natural  colors  of 
the  slope,  rendering  it  less  visible. 

From  this  vantage  point,  the  proposed  structure  would  block  views  of  the  vacant  project  site,  the  Alta 
Street  retaining  wall,  the  upper  portions  of  buildings  on  the  south  side  of  Alta  Street  (17  and  19  Alta), 
and  a  patch  of  open  sky.  Views  of  the  cottage  at  221  Filbert  Street  and  the  buildings  on  the  north  side  of 
Alta  Street  would  not  be  altered.  Views  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  in  the  foreground  would  also  not 
be  altered,  although  visitors  to  the  Garden  would  have  less  open  sky  and  more  building  mass  in  their 
viewshed  when  looking  up  towards  the  project  site.  The  building  would  appear  as  an  eastward  extension 
of  the  existing  building  wall  on  the  north  side  of  Alta  Street,  and  would  not  substantially  detract  from  the 
visual  experience  of  the  Garden.  When  compared  to  pre-1992  conditions  when  the  McNear  building  was 
located  on  the  site,  the  project  would  result  in  only  a  minimal  change. 

From  the  closest  of  the  three  views,  on  Alta  Street  looking  northwest  to  the  site,  the  view  of  the  project 
site  would  be  changed  as  demonstrated  in  Figure  19.  From  this  vantage  point,  the  entire  south  elevation 
of  the  proposed  building  would  be  visible,  as  would  part  of  the  east  elevation.  Because  the  project  drops 
down  to  the  east  and  north,  only  the  top  three  and  a  half  levels  of  the  enclosed  stairwell  and  part  of  the 
fourth  level  would  be  visible  on  the  east  elevation.  To  a  viewer  from  this  vantage  point,  the  full  32-foot 
height  of  the  building's  south  elevation  would  be  visible,  and  a  similar  height  would  be  visible  of  the  east 
elevation,  although  most  of  the  lower  part  of  the  building  would  not  be  visible.  The  roof  of  the  proposed 
structure  would  not  be  visible.  Approximately  one  third  of  the  building's  overall  mass  would  be  visible 
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from  this  viewpoint.  Slope  stabilization  elements  would  not  be  visible  from  this  vantage  point  because 
the  sheer  east  slope  is  hidden  below  the  level  of  the  street  and  behind  the  existing  retaining  wall. 

From  this  vantage  point,  the  proposed  structure  would  block  views  of  the  upper  portion  of  the  east 
elevation  of  34  Alta  Street,  other  buildings  within  the  neighborhood  in  the  distance,  and  a  patch  of  open 
sky.  From  the  viewpoint  of  looking  eastward  to  the  site  from  Alta  Street,  part  of  the  view  of  the  Bay, 
East  Bay  hills,  Yerba  Buena  and  Treasure  Islands,  and  San  Francisco  piers  would  be  obstructed. 
Compared  to  pre- 1992  conditions  when  the  McNear  building  was  located  on  the  site,  the  project  would 
result  in  only  a  minimal  change. 

Although  noticeable,  the  changes  to  the  site  and  surrounding  areas  as  a  result  of  the  proposed  project 
would  be  comparable  to  the  results  of  the  development  on  other  sloping  sites  in  San  Francisco.  Because 
view  blockage  would  generally  be  limited  to  portions  of  adjacent  and  nearby  building,  the  above  changes 
would  not  be  considered  to  substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic  view  or  vista  now  observed  from 
public  areas.  The  partial  obstruction  of  views  dominated  by  typical  urbanized  uses  would  not  be 
considered  substantial  impairment  of  existing  scenic  views  or  vistas.  The  most  impaired  view,  looking 
eastward  from  Alta  Street  west  of  the  site,  is  not  a  commonly  viewed  viewpoint.  Further,  essentially  the 
same  view  would  remain  from  slightly  to  the  east  on  Alta  Street. 

LIGHT  AND  GLARE 

The  proposed  structure  would  have  a  primarily  cement  plaster  exterior  in  addition  to  metal  window  and 
door  frames,  glass  windows,  a  glassblock  enclosed  stairwell,  and  metal  pip  railings.  The  project  would 
increase  the  amount  of  light  emitted  from  the  project  site,  when  compared  to  existing  and  pre-1992 
conditions,  but  would  not  substantially  increase  ambient  light  levels  in  the  project  area.  Further,  light  and 
glare  produced  from  the  proposed  project  would  be  typical  of  residential  apartments  nearby  and 
throughout  the  City.  The  project  would  not  produce  obtrusive  glare  that  would  substantially  affect  other 
properties. 
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EXISTING  CONDITIONS  (VACANT SITE) 

The  proposed  22-30  Alta  Street  Apartments,  located  on  Lot  34A  of  Assessor's  Block  106,  would  be 
constructed  on  the  site  of  the  former  McNear  that  was  constructed  in  1935  and  demolished  in  1992.  The 
project  site  is  among  multi-story  residential  buildings  on  Alta  and  Montgomery  Streets,  that  are  two  to 
four  stories  on  their  Alta  Street  frontages  and  up  to  six  stories  tall  on  their  downslope  facades.  The 
project  site  is  south  of  and  adjacent  to  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way,  within  which  is  located  the  Filbert 
Steps  and  the  adjoining  Grace  Marchant  Garden  (Garden). 

In  the  broadest  terms,  the  informal  boundaries  of  the  Garden  can  be  defined  as  Darrell  Place  to  the  west, 
just  past  Napier  Lane  to  the  east,  the  Filbert  Steps  to  the  north,  and  following  an  irregular  line  into  the 
northern  portions  of  properties  lining  Alta  and  Filbert  Streets  (see  Figure  38).  The  Garden  can  roughly  be 
visually  and  functionally  described  as  having  two  primary  sections,  eastern  and  western.  The  most 
intensively  maintained,  colorful,  and  visual  center  of  the  Garden  is  its  eastern  section  immediately  south 
of  the  Filbert  Steps  east  (and  slightly  west)  of  Napier  Lane,  and  continuing  onto  the  hillside  on  the 
northern  corner  of  the  project  site  and  the  northern  portions  of  the  two  private  parcels  adjacent  to  the 
west.  The  western  portion  of  the  Garden  is  the  area  to  the  west  of  the  central  section,  to  the  east  of 
Darrell  Place,  between  the  Filbert  Steps  and  the  buildings  lining  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  on  the 
south.  The  Garden  includes  the  northern  portion  of  some  of  the  privately  owned  lots  adjacent  to  the 
southern  edge  of  the  right-of-way,  including  the  project  site.  Because  the  project  would  create  almost  no 
new  shadow  on  the  western  portion  of  the  Garden  except  potentially  on  its  eastern  edge  during  the 
morning  in  the  winter,  the  term  "Garden,"  as  it  is  used  in  the  rest  of  this  section,  refers  only  to  the  eastern 
portion  of  the  Garden. 

The  project  site  area  slopes  steeply  down  from  Alta  Street  to  the  north  toward  the  Filbert  Steps;  the  land 
also  slopes  downward  to  the  east  towards  Sansome  Street.'  The  existing  steep  slopes  strongly  affect  the 
lengths  (and  duration)  of  the  shadows  cast  by  the  buildings  fronting  both  streets.  As  a  result  of  the 
topography  of  the  hill  and  the  existing  line  of  residential  buildings  fronting  Alta  Street,  much  of  the 
Garden  and  the  Filbert  Steps,  as  well  as  much  of  the  yards  of  the  site  and  residences  adjacent  to  the  site 
and  the  Garden,  are  in  shadow  all  day  during  the  two  months  from  late  November  until  late  January  and 
are  in  shadow  after  mid-day  for  another  12  weeks  —  six  weeks  from  late  January  until  early  March  and 
six  weeks  from  early  October  until  late  November.  Thus,  these  areas,  including  the  Garden,  currently 
receive  no  sun  after  mid-day  from  early  October  until  early  March. 


Topographic  information  used  for  ihis  analysis  was  taken  from  a  topographic  survey  map,  dated  June  16.  1995  and  revised 
January  22.  1996.  prepared  by  Martin  M.  Ron  Associates,  Land  Surveyors. 
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III.  ENVIRO^^VIENTAL  SETTING  AND  nVlPACTS 


D.  SHADOW 


From  early  March  until  early  October,  the  morning  sun  clears  the  roofs  of  the  residential  buildings  on 
Alta  Street  and  the  Garden  area  remains  in  sunlight  until  the  sun  drops  below  the  buildings  and  trees 
along  Montgomery  Street,  which  occurs  generally  after  3:00  p.m.  PST^  in  early  March  until  late  April, 
and  in  late  August  until  early  October,  and  generally  after  4:00  p.m.  PST  from  late  April  until  late 
August. 

Thus,  the  north  slope  of  the  project  site,  adjoining  yards  and  the  Garden  are  in  full  shade  for  about  two 
months  of  the  year,  in  afternoon  shade  for  another  three  months,  and  in  sun  for  seven  to  ten  hours  a  day 
for  the  other  seven  months  of  the  year  under  existing  conditions,  with  no  building  on  the  project  site. 

PRE-1992  CONDITIONS  (PREVIOUS  BUILDING  ON  SITE) 

The  shadow  conditions  when  the  McNear  building  was  located  on  the  site  were  similar  to  those  existing 
shadow  conditions  as  described  above.  The  exception  is  that  the  McNear  building  added  shadow  to  the 
Garden  and  adjoining  areas  for  an  interval  of  about  1.5  hours  before  mid-day  during  the  two  6- week 
intervals  —  from  late  January  until  early  March  and  from  early  October  until  late  November.  Thus,  these 
areas,  including  the  Garden,  received  no  sun  after  about  10:15  a.m.  to  10:30  a.m.  PST,  instead  of  after 
mid-day  under  current  conditions. 

The  McNear  building  did  not  cast  shadow  on  the  Garden  during  the  two  months  of  the  year  when  the 
Garden  is  currently  in  shade.  Nor  did  the  prior  building  cast  shadow  on  the  Garden  during  the  interval 
from  early  March  until  early  October,  when  the  Garden  is  now  in  full  sun  from  morning  until  mid- 
afternoon. 


SUNLIGHT  ORDINANCE 

Section  295  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  the  Sunlight  Ordinance,  was  adopted  through  voter  approval  of 
Proposition  K  (passed  in  November  1984)  in  order  to  protect  certain  public  open  spaces  from  shadowing 
by  new  structures  during  the  period  between  one  hour  after  sunrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset,  year 
round.  Section  295  restricts  new  shadow  upon  public  spaces  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and 
Park  Department  by  any  structure  exceeding  40  feet  unless  the  City  Planning  and  Recreation  and  Park 
Commissions  find  the  impact  to  be  insignificant.  Section  295  would  not  apply  to  the  proposed  project, 
which  would  be  less  than  40  feet  in  height  (measured  according  to  the  Planning  Code),  and  which  would 
not  add  new  shadow  to  properties  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department. 


IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

As  noted,  the  proposed  project  would  be  exempt  from  Planning  Code  Section  295.  For  purposes  of  this 
report,  the  project  would  be  considered  to  have  a  significant  effect  if  it  would  alter  sun  shading  effects  so 

-    All  times  given  in  this  analysis  are  standard  time.  During  daylight  savings  time,  the  clock  time  is  one  hour  later. 
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 III.  ENVlRO^MENTAL  SETTING  AND  IMPACTS 

D.  SHADOW 

as  to  substantially  affect  public  areas,  change  the  climate  in  the  immediate  community  or  broader  region, 
or  disrupt  or  adversely  affect  an  historic  resource. 

EVALUATION  OF  IMPACTS 

To  demonstrate  the  potential  for  new  shadow  caused  by  the  proposed  project  in  comparison  to  existing 
and  pre-1992  conditions,  a  series  of  standard  shadow  images  was  projected  for  times  of  9:00  a.m., 
10:00  a.m.,  12  Noon,  and  3:00  p.m.,  on  each  of  four  days  of  the  year  —  the  Winter  Solstice,  Spring 
Equinox,  Summer  Solstice  and  Fall  Equinox.  The  images  (Figures  20-35)  show  the  shadow  cast  by 
existing  buildings  and  topography,  the  shadow  cast  by  the  McNear  building,  and  the  shadow  that  would 
be  cast  by  the  proposed  project. 

Referring  to  Figures  20-35,  the  shadow  coverage  from  the  proposed  project  would  be  greater  than  at 
present,  with  no  building  on  the  site,  and  also  greater,  at  certain  times,  than  that  from  the  McNear 
building.  At  other  times,  project  shadow  would  be  no  greater  than  that  from  the  McNear  building.  As  can 
be  seen  in  the  figures,  the  project  would  add  new  shadow  to  the  Garden  both  adjacent  to  and  within  the 
project  site  in  the  morning  and  early  afternoon  in  March  and  September  (see  Figures  20-22  and  28-30). 
The  project  would  also  add  a  small  amount  of  shadow  to  the  Garden,  near  the  Filbert  Street  Steps,  in 
December  (see  Figures  32  and  33);  new  shadow  would  otherwise  be  limited  in  December  because  much 
of  the  Garden  is  already  in  shade;  the  same  would  generally  hold  true  in  November  and  January.  In  June, 
there  would  be  no  new  shadow  on  the  Garden  at  the  times  studied  because  the  height  of  the  sun  would 
result  in  the  project  casting  relatively  short  shadows.  Of  the  new  shadow  cast  by  the  project,  most  would 
fall  outside  the  "Maintained  Central  Portion  of  Garden,"  identified  in  EIR  Figure  40,  p.  III.F-5,  in  the 
discussion  of  biological  resources. 

December 

As  described  above,  the  site's  steep  slopes  and  the  existing  buildings  along  Alta  and  Montgomery  Streets 
cause  a  substantial  amount  of  existing  shadow  in  the  afternoon  hours  at  present.  In  December,  existing 
shadow,  with  no  building  on  the  site,  covers  portions  of  the  Filbert  Steps  at  9:00  a.m.  and  10:00  a.m.  (see 
Figures  32  and  33).  The  same  was  true  with  the  prior  building  in  place  and  would  be  true  with  the 
proposed  project.  This  is  the  only  one  of  the  four  solstice/equinox  dates  when  shadow  from  the  proposed 
project  would  reach  into  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way,  north  of  the  project  lot;  on  this  day,  shadow  from 
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Net  New  Shadow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 

Shadow  cast  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1  992) 

Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shodow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 
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SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates 
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Figure  20 

Proposed  Design  Shadows 
March  21  -  9  am 
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Net  New  Shadow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 


^     Shadow  cost  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1  992| 


Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Existing  Shodows 

(Shodow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shodow) 
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Figure  21 

Proposed  Design  Shadows 
March  21  -  10  am 
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Net  New  Shadow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 


\    Shadow  cost  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1  992) 


Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  oF  A  &  B. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 


50 


SOURCE:  EnvironmentLil  Science  Associates 


Feet 

22-30  Aim  Street  Shadow  Analysis  /  970415  ■ 

Figure  22 

Proposed  Design  Shadows 
March  21-12  noon 
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Net  New  Shadow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compored  to  Prior  Building) 


g      \^S^\^\\,\^     Shadow  cast  by  Prior  Building  (pre- 1  992) 


Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shodow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 
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Figure  23 

Proposed  Design  Shadows 
March  21  -  3pm 
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Net  New  Shadow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 

Shadow  cast  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1  992) 

Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  oF  A  &  B. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 
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SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates 
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Figure  24 

Proposed  Design  Shadows 
June  21  -  9  am 


III.D-8 


Western  Section     \  \  *  \ 

of  Groce               \  \^  \  \^ 

\  \  \ 

\  \  \ 


MorchanI  Gorden 


Net  New  Shodow  cost  by  Proposed  Building 
(compored  to  Prior  Building) 

Shodow  cost  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1  992) 

Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  (5.  B. 

Existing  Shodows 

(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shodow) 
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Figure  25 

Proposed  Design  Shadows 
June  21  -  10  am 


III.D-9 


Net  New  Shadow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 

Shadow  cost  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1992) 

Net  new  shadow  connpared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 
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SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates 
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Figure  26 

Proposed  Design  Shadows 
June  21-12  noon 
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Net  New  Shodow  cost  by  Proposed  Building 
(compored  to  Prior  Building) 


B  Shodow  cost  by  Prior  Building  (pre-l  992) 


Net  new  shadow  compored  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shodow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shodow) 
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Figure  27 

Proposed  Design  Shadows 
June  21  -  3pm 
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Net  New  Shadow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 


g  Shadow  cast  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1 992) 


Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 
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SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates 
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Figure  28 

Proposed  Design  Shadows 
September  21  -  9  am 
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Net  New  Shodow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compored  to  Prior  Building) 
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Net  new  shodow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Existing  Shodows 

(Shodow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 
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Figure  29 

Proposed  Design  Shadows 
September  21  -  10  am 
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Net  New  Shadow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 
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Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 
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SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates 
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Figure  30 

Proposed  Design  Shadows 
September  21-12  noon 
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Shadow  cost  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1  992) 

Net  new  shodow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shodow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 
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Figure  31 

Proposed  Design  Shadows 
September  21  -  3pm 
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Net  New  Shadow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 

Shadow  cast  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1  992) 

Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 


50 


SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates 


Feet 

22-30  Aha  Street  Shadow  Analysis  /  970415  ■ 

Figure  32 

Proposed  Design  Shadows 
December  21-9  am 
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Net  New  Shodow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compored  to  Prior  Building) 

Shodow  cost  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1992) 

Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 
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Figure  33 

Proposed  Design  Shadows 
December  21  -  10  am 
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Net  New  Shadow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 
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Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Projecl  Shadow) 
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Figure  34 

Proposed  Design  Shadows 
December  21-12  noon 


ra.D-18 


Western  Section 
oF  Grace 
Morchant  Garde 


Net  New  Shodow 
(compared  lo  Prior 


Shadow  cast  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1  992) 


Net  new  shodow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 
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Proposed  Design  Shadows 
December  21  -  3pm 
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D.  SHADOW 

the  McNear  building  also  extended  beyond  the  property  line.  Existing  shadow,  with  no  building  on  the 
site,  entirely  covers  the  Filbert  Steps  at  Noon  and  at  3:00  p.m.;  the  differences  between  the  existing 
shadow,  the  prior  building  shadow,  and  the  project  shadow  are  small. 

March  and  September 

In  March  and  September,  shadow  from  the  project  would  not,  and  shadow  from  the  prior  building  did 
not,  reach  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  or  the  Filbert  Steps  at  any  of  the  times  examined.  As  was  the 
case  with  shadow  cast  by  the  McNear  building,  shadow  from  the  proposed  project  would  either  remain 
on  the  project  lot  or  merge  with  existing  shadows  cast  by  other  existing  buildings  and  by  the  hillside 
itself. 

June 

June  shadows  from  the  project  would  be  relatively  small  in  area  and  mostly  contained  within  the  area  of 
the  project  lot,  as  was  true  with  shadow  from  the  McNear  building.  Shadow  from  the  project  would  not 
reach  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  or  the  Filbert  Steps  at  any  of  the  times  examined,  nor  did  shadow 
from  the  McNear  building. 

Sun  Path  or  "Fisheye"  Analysis 

To  further  describe  the  potential  for  the  project  to  add  new  shadow  on  the  Garden,  a  sun  path  or 
"Fisheye"  analysis  was  performed  (see  Figure  36).  This  analysis  uses  a  camera  lens  with  a  180°  field  of 
view  to  present  the  conditions  that  occur  at  the  particular  location  from  which  the  photograph  is  taken. 
The  180°  lens  allows  the  camera  to  photograph  the  full  hemisphere  of  the  sky^  directly  above  that 
location.  A  matrix  that  identifies  the  path  of  the  sun  throughout  the  day  over  the  course  of  the  year  is 
then  superimposed  on  the  photograph.  In  Figure  36,  the  existing  condition  (with  no  building  present)  is 
shown  on  a  photograph  taken  from  the  northwest  comer  of  the  project  site,  at  a  height  of  about  40  inches 
above  the  surface  of  the  ground.  The  location  of  interest  is  at  the  north  property  line  of  the  project  site 
because  it  offers  the  worst-case  view  from  outside  the  property  but  within  the  Garden. 

This  type  of  diagram  accurately  depicts  the  time  of  day  throughout  the  year  that  direct  sunlight  would 
reach  a  location,  but  creates  an  exaggerated  visual  image  due  to  the  distortion  of  the  fish-eye  lens.  This 
technique  differs  from  the  shadow  pattern  analysis  in  that  it  does  not  predict  the  extent  of  shadow  but 
rather  the  duration  of  sunlight  and  shade  at  one  specific  location.  Horizontal  lines  indicate  specific  dates 
in  the  year  (e.g.  June  21  or  May  21/July  21),  while  the  vertical  lines  (actually  distorted  "figure-eights") 
indicate  time  of  day.  At  the  times  of  day  and  periods  of  the  year,  indicated  by  the  horizontal  and  vertical 


Note  that  the  image  has  the  same  perspective  as  a  person  would  have  when  looking  straight  up  into  the  sky  from  the 
photograph  location.  Compared  to  a  map  image,  which  looks  downward,  the  fisheye  image  reverses  the  west  and  east 
directions.  The  sun's  path,  from  east  to  west,  would  move  across  the  image  from  the  left  hand  side  to  the  right  hand  side. 
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D.  SHADOW 


lines,  that  the  project  outline  falls  on  the  diagram,  the  project  would  cast  shadows  at  the  point  where  the 
photograph  was  taken. 

The  shadow  conditions  with  the  project  were  compared  to  conditions  with  the  site  vacant,  as  it  is 
currently,  and  with  the  McNear  building  located  on  the  site.  The  difference  in  shadow  effects  caused  by 
the  project  when  compared  to  the  vacant  site  in  its  current  condition  is  that  the  project  would  add  shadow 
to  the  photo  location  analyzed  for  an  interval  of  about  two  hours  (10:00  a.m.  to  noon  PST)  during  two 
six-week  intervals  —  from  late  January  until  early  March  and  from  early  October  until  late  November. 
Currently,  the  study  location  receives  no  sun  after  mid-day  under  existing  conditions.  When  compared  to 
conditions  with  the  McNear  building  on  the  site,  the  project  would  result  in  30  additional  minutes  (10:00 
a.m.  to  10:30  a.m.  PST)  of  shadow  during  the  same  two  six-week  periods.  The  extent  of  new  shadow  at 
various  times  of  the  day  and  during  different  seasons  is  discussed  below. 

The  project  would  add  no  new  shadow  during  the  two  months  of  the  year  when  the  study  location  within 
the  Garden  is  currently  in  shade.  Nor  would  the  add  new  shadow  to  this  location  during  the  interval  from 
early  March  until  early  October,  when  this  location  is  currently  in  full  sun  from  morning  until  mid- 
aftemoon.  Accordingly,  the  Initial  Study  for  the  proposed  project  concluded  that  the  project  would  not 
have  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on  the  biology  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden.  For  more  detailed 
information  regarding  the  potential  impacts  of  the  project  on  biological  resources  in  the  Garden  as  a 
result  of  additional  shadow,  see  the  discussion  in  section  III.F,  Biology,  that  has  been  added  for 
informational  purposes. 

Figure  36  illustrates,  for  the  study  location,  the  McNear  building  shadow  described  above  under  "Pre- 
1992  Conditions"  and  the  proposed  building  shadow  described  above  under  "Evaluation  of  Impacts." 
The  additional  portions  of  the  sun  path  matrix  covered  by  the  outlines  of  the  prior  building  and  of  the 
project  clearly  indicate  those  times  of  day  and  months  of  the  year  when  additional  shadowing  (beyond 
what  is  already  shadowed  by  existing  structures  and  topography)  of  this  part  of  the  Garden  did  or  would 
occur  due  to  each  building.  That  is,  the  approximately  90  minutes  of  shadow  cast  by  the  McNear 
building,  compared  to  conditions  with  no  building  on  the  site,  and  the  additional  approximately 
30  minutes  of  shadow  (for  a  total  of  two  hours)  that  would  be  cast  by  the  proposed  project. 

By  its  nature,  shadow  is  cumulative,  since  each  successive  building  may  add  to  shadow  created  by  prior 
buildings.  However,  shadow  is  also  site-specific.  Because  there  are  no  other  reasonably  foreseeable 
projects  that  could  add  shadow  in  proximity  to  the  shadow  that  would  be  created  by  the  proposed  project, 
no  cumulative  impacts  are  anticipated. 
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SETTING 

A  geotechnical  and  geological  feasibility  study  conducted  by  Rogers/Pacific,  Inc.  in  July  1996  focused 
on  the  geological  conditions  and  provided  preliminary  recommendations  regarding  subsurface  and 
foundation  engineering  aspects  of  the  proposed  three-unit  residential  structure.  A  second 
geotechnical/geological  engineering  analysis  was  performed  in  April  1998  by  Cotton,  Shires  and 
Associates  (CSA).  The  purpose  of  the  investigation  was  to  conduct  a  peer  review  and  verify  the  previous 
findings  of  the  Rogers/Pacific  study.  Material  from  these  reports  forms  the  basis  of  the  site-specific 
discussion  in  this  section.  The  CSA  peer  review  of  the  Rogers/Pacific  study  found  the  original  report  to 
have  been  accurate  and  thorough,  but  also  made  recommendations  for  additional  slope  stabilization 
measures.  All  of  the  measures  recommended  in  the  two  reports  were  accepted  by  the  project  sponsor. 

TOPOGRAPHY 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  is  located  at  the  northern  terminus  of  the  San  Francisco  Peninsula,  bounded  to 
the  north  and  east  by  the  San  Francisco  Bay  and  to  the  west  by  the  Pacific  Ocean.  Distinguishing 
characteristics  of  the  City's  topography  include  rounded  hills  surrounded  by  broad  valleys  and  sheer, 
bedrock  cliffs.  This  terrain  resulted  primarily  from  the  erosion  of  resistant  bedrock  uplands  and  the 
deposition  of  sand  dunes. 

The  project  site  is  located  at  the  crest  of  the  sheer  eastern  cliff  face  of  Telegraph  Hill,  at  elevations 
ranging  from  approximately  75  feet  above  mean  sea  level  (msl)  along  the  cliff  face  to  140  feet  msl  at  the 
crest.  The  site  dimensions  are  approximately  120  feet  long  by  62.5  feet  wide,  occupying  approximately 
0.2  acres.  The  property  is  currently  undeveloped  and  contains  remains  of  the  concrete  foundation  from 
the  previous  Fred  McNear  Jr.  Apartment  Building  that  existed  on  the  site  from  1935  to  1992.  Figure  37 
depicts  the  topography  of  the  site  and  the  conceptual  project  foundation  design. 

The  upper  pad  area  is  sloped  and  steps  downward  from  south  to  north  between  the  old  foundation  walls 
to  the  north  at  an  inclination  of  approximately  2H:  IV  (2  feet  horizontal  to  1  foot  vertical).  The  northern 
portion  of  the  property  slopes  gradually  towards  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way.  The  area  adjacent  and 
east  of  the  project  site  consists  of  steep  slopes  with  inclinations  of  approximately  0.7H:1V  (55  degrees). 
Localized  portions  of  the  east  cliff  face  are  steeper  and  can  have  inclinations  of  up  to  90  degrees  with 
some  sections  within  the  lower  bedrock  units  overhanging  (i.e.  steeper  than  vertical).  The  moderate 
slopes  are  natural  while  the  steeper  slopes  are  result  of  extensive  quarry  operations  that  took  place  on  the 
eastern  slopes  of  Telegraph  Hill  in  the  late  19th  and  early  20th  centuries.  The  properties  adjacent  and  to 
the  north,  west  and  south  of  the  project  site  are  situated  at  similar  elevations  with  similar  topography 
(Rogers/Pacific,  1996). 

A  series  of  rockfails  have  occurred  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project  site  since  quarry  operations  ceased  on 
Telegraph  Hill  in  1915.  In  the  winter  of  1923-24,  a  significant  rockfall  occurred  at  the  end  of  Alta  Street, 
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dislodging  sections  of  the  former  quarry  face  and  depositing  talus  (rock  fragments)  onto  the  Filbert 
Steps.  The  City  of  San  Francisco  completed  slope  and  street  repair  projects  in  this  section  of  Telegraph 
Hill  in  the  early  1930s.  These  projects  included  the  realignment  of  Montgomery,  Filbert  and  Alta  Streets, 
and  construction  of  a  retaining  structure  down  the  north  side  of  Alta  Street.  The  construction  of 
residential  structures  began  in  the  1930s  following  the  completion  of  the  street  and  rock  slope 
improvements. 

At  the  onset  of  commercial  development  at  the  eastern  edge  of  Telegraph  Hill  in  the  late  1960s,  various 
geotechnical  investigations  recommended  slope  stability  structures  to  stabilize  the  old  quarry  faces,  but 
the  proposed  plans  were  not  implemented.  In  1967,  a  rockfall  occurred  below  the  McNear  building.  This 
rockfall  removed  a  portion  of  the  foundation  nearest  the  cliff  face.  Stabilization  structures  for  the  slope 
and  building  foundation  installed  at  that  time  included  vertical  piers  tied  back  to  reinforced  grade  beams. 
The  repair  also  included  application  of  a  protective  concrete  veneer  to  the  slope  (gunite).  In  1982,  minor 
rockfalls  occurred  on  the  lower  portion  of  the  slope,  possibly  due  to  the  excavation  activities  for  new 
construction  at  201  Filbert  Street,  located  at  the  base  of  the  hill  east  of  the  project  site.  Another  rockfall 
occurred  at  the  same  site  in  1989.  Recommended  slope  stability  measures  including  rockbolting  and 
concrete  treatment  of  the  slope  were  not  implemented. 

In  1992,  following  repaving  by  the  City  on  Alta  Street,  a  rockfall  occurred  on  the  slope  at  the  foot  of  Alta 
Street  dislodging  and  depositing  talus  onto  the  adjacent  property  to  the  east.  The  suspected  cause  of  the 
slope  failure  was  surface  infiltration  of  rainwater  during  the  period  between  the  removal  of  the  old 
concrete  and  application  of  the  replacement  concrete  (Rice,  1998).  This  slope  failure  detached  the  gunite 
slope  treatment  that  had  been  protecting  the  upper  slope  since  its  application  in  1967.  Without  the  gunite 
slope  treatment  or  the  asphalt  covering  on  Alta  Street,  infiltrating  surface  water  degraded  the  weathered 
and  fractured  shale  bedrock  that  continued  to  ravel  and  dislodge  from  the  upper  portions  of  the  slope. 
The  degradation  of  the  slope  eventually  undermined  portions  of  the  McNear  building  foundation. 
Continued  undermining,  exacerbated  by  heavy  rainfall,  resulted  in  the  failure  and  destruction  of  the 
retaining  wall  originally  placed  along  Alta  Street. 

As  a  result  of  this  slope  failure,  the  City  demolished  the  McNear  building  and  undertook  additional  slope 
protection  measures.  The  slope  treatment  measures  included  a  significant  amount  of  scaling  to  remove 
loose  rock,  construction  of  a  tie-back  wall  supported  by  deep  piers  at  the  end  of  Alta  Street,  rockbolting 
with  prestressed  bolts  and  mechanical  anchors  and  covering  portions  of  the  slope  with  gabion  rockfall 
netting.  In  addition,  the  concrete  paving  on  Alta  Street  was  replaced.  At  this  time,  there  are  no 
requirements  or  plans  for  further  stabilization  of  the  slope,  absent  construction  of  the  proposed  project. 

GEOLOGY 

The  City  of  San  Francisco  is  situated  within  the  natural  region  of  California  referred  to  as  the  Coast 
Range  geomorphic  province.  Much  of  the  Coast  Range  province  is  composed  of  marine  sedimentary 
rocks  and  basalt  known  as  the  Franciscan  Assemblage.  The  Franciscan  assemblage  in  this  region 
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contains  amounts  of  greenstone  (altered  volcanic  rocks),  basalt,  chert  (ancient  silica-rich  ocean  deposits), 
and  sandstone  that  originated  as  sea  floor  sediments.  These  rocks  occur  in  northwest  trending  ridges  and 
valleys  and  extend  along  the  Pacific  Coast  from  Oregon  400  miles  south  into  southern  California 
(Oakeshott,  1978). 

Franciscan  assemblage  bedrock  consisting  of  pre-Tertiary  (greater  than  65  million  years  ago) 
sedimentary,  metamorphic  and  igneous  rocks  underlie  the  City  of  San  Francisco.  These  rocks  were 
formed  on  ancient  sea  floors  and  eventually  uplifted  through  movement  at  the  margin  of  the  continental 
plate.  The  Franciscan  rocks  include  shale  and  massive  and  thick-bedded  graywacke  sandstone  (dark 
colored  sandstone  composed  of  various  sized  angular  grains  in  a  fine-grained  matrix).  Graywacke 
sandstone  and  shale  is  the  predominating  bedrock  in  the  northeastern  portion  of  San  Francisco  and  makes 
up  Nob  Hill,  Russian  Hill  and  Telegraph  Hill.  The  hills  are  composed  of  massive  sandstone  and  shale  in 
vertical  sequences  with  an  approximate  thickness  of  3,650  feet.  The  orientations  of  the  bedrock  units 
suggest  geologic  structure  characterized  as  a  northwesterly  trending  syncline  (concave-upward  folded 
rock  mass).  The  resistant,  exposed  limbs  of  the  syncline  form  Telegraph  Hill  to  the  northeast  and  Nob 
Hill  and  Russian  Hill  to  the  southwest  (Schlocker,  1974). 

Published  geologic  maps  and  previous  site  mapping  by  Rogers/Pacific  in  1996  and  CSA  in  1998 
identified  the  bedrock  underlying  the  project  site  as  Franciscan  Complex  graywacke  sandstone 
containing  interbedded  shale  and  conglomerate  overlain  by  a  weathered  and  highly  fractured,  altered 
Franciscan  shale  (sometimes  referred  to  as  phyllite).  Previous  mapping  indicated  that  the  sandstone  and 
shale  are  oriented  to  the  north-northwest  and  are  tilted  to  the  west,  into  the  slope  face. 

Subsurface  geologic  mapping  indicated  that  the  upper  31  feet  of  the  shale  unit  is  weathered,  deeply  in 
some  locations,  with  isolated  layers  of  interbedded  sandstone.  The  shale  at  these  depths  is  thinly-bedded 
and  friable  with  low  hardness,  intensely  fractured  and  pervasively  sheared  and  disrupted  (CSA,  1998). 
The  quality  of  the  rock  increases  and  bedding  becomes  more  coherent  with  depth.  At  approximately  31 
feet  below  the  surface,  a  shear  zone^  up  to  '/4-inch  thick,  composed  of  plastic  clay  separates  the 
weathered  shale  from  the  more  competent  graywacke  sandstone  rock  below.  Below  this  shear  zone  the 
shale  is  thin-bedded,  slightly  weathered,  moderately  hard,  strong,  and  closely  fractured  (CSA,  1998). 

Surface  mapping  of  the  slope  face  indicates  that  the  exposed  shale  unit  is  generally  weak,  disrupted  and 
intensely  fractured.  The  shale  on  the  slope  face  can  slake  (crumble  and  disintegrate  due  to  effects  of 
weathering)  rapidly  and  is  undergoing  rock  topple  (rock  creep)  (CSA,  1998).  The  more  competent 
sandstone  exposed  on  the  eastern  face  of  the  slope  is  slightly  weathered,  moderately  fractured,  hard  and 
dips  into  the  slope. 


A  shear  zone  is  a  tabular  zone  of  rock  that  has  been  crushed  by  many  parallel  fractures  due  to  deformation  resulting  from 
stresses  that  cause  rock  bodies  to  slide  past  one  another. 
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Previous  site  mapping  identified  several  localized  zones  of  sheared  rock  or  ancient  small  faults  cutting 
vertically  through  the  sandstone  and  the  shale.  The  small  shear  zones  are  oriented  to  the  north  and  tilt 
towards  the  southwest  into  the  sheer  quarry  face.  These  old  shears  appear  to  be  associated  with  the 
ancient  tectonic  deformation  of  Telegraph  Hill,  namely  the  formation  of  the  syncline.  The  shear  zones 
have  partly  contributed  to  determining  the  shape  of  the  cliff  face.  Approximately  20  feet  of  offset  was 
identified  at  the  shale/sandstone  contact  (Rogers/Pacific,  1996). 

Slope  failures  (landslides)  result  in  down-slope  movement  of  rock  and/or  soil  that  occur  on  steep  slopes 
when  the  forces  restraining  the  slope  are  overcome  by  those  forces  that  initiate  movement.  Rockfalls,  or 
slope  failures  in  rock  slopes,  can  occur  on  steep  rock  slopes  composed  of  fractured  or  jointed  rock. 
Typically,  failures  occur  along  joints,  fractures,  bedding  planes  and  shear  zones  causing  rock  blocks  to 
become  dislodged  and  eventually  topple.  Mechanisms  that  may  initiate  a  failure  on  a  rock  slope  include 
seismic  groundshaking,  pore  pressure  buildup,  and  the  effect  of  gravity  on  overly  steep  slopes. 

The  exposed,  weathered  shale  in  the  upper  slope  area  is  currently  undergoing  bedrock  creep.  A  likely 
scenario  for  instability  within  the  shale  is  raveling  debris  (Rogers/Pacific,  1996).  The  underlying  massive 
sandstone  is  less  jointed  and  fractured  and  historically  has  been  subject  to  less  rockfall.  Analysis  of  the 
sandstone  suggests  that  there  are  various  "blocks"  of  rock  that  have  a  potential  for  instability 
(Rogers/Pacific,  1996).  Because  preexisting  rock  fractures  can  affect  the  overall  strength  of  the  rock 
mass,  rock  slope  stability  is  usually  evaluated  by  the  structural  discontinuities  rather  than  the  strength  of 
the  rock  itself  (Rogers/Pacific,  1996). 

The  project  site  vicinity  (Telegraph  Hill)  is  an  area  designated  as  susceptible  to  landslides  (San  Francisco 
Planning  Department,  1997).  At  the  present  time,  rockfall  netting  and  rockbolts,  installed  in  1993,  have 
confined  various  small  rockfalls  from  the  upper  portion  of  the  slope  composed  of  shale.  Rockfalls 
occurring  in  the  massive  sandstone  slopes  have  consisted  of  small  blocks  raveling  off  the  slope.  These 
rockfalls  have  been  retained  by  the  slope  catchment  area  behind  the  office  building  at  201  Filbert,  east  of 
the  project  site  (Rogers/Pacific,  1996).  The  internal  areas  of  the  concrete  foundation  ruins  are  covered 
with  gunite  (impermeable  surface  veneer  of  concrete  and  grout)  to  seal  the  upper  portion  of  the  slope 
from  surface  water  infiltration. 

SEISMICITY 

The  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  is  a  region  of  high  seismic  activity  and  is  in  Zone  4  (most  hazardous)  on  the 
Uniform  Building  Code  (UBC)  Seismic  Zone  Map  of  the  United  States.  Both  active  and  potentially 
active  faults  exist  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area.  An  "active"  fault  is  defined  as  a  fault  that  has  had 
surface  displacement  within  Holocene  time  (approximately  the  last  10,000  years).  A  "potentially  active" 
fault  is  defined  as  a  fault  that  has  shown  evidence  of  surface  displacement  during  the  Quaternary  (last 
1.6  million  years),  unless  direct  geologic  evidence  demonstrates  inactivity  for  all  of  the  Holocene  or 
longer  (Hart,  1992). 
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The  active  faults  considered  to  iiave  the  greatest  potential  to  cause  damage  in  the  project  area  are  the  San 
Andreas  fault.  Seal  Cove-San  Gregorio  fault,  Hayward  fault,  and  Rodgers  Creek  fault  (ABAG,  1995). 
These  faults  range  from  7  to  43  miles  from  the  site,  with  the  San  Andreas  (North  Coast  and  Peninsula 
segment)  being  the  closest.  Other  active  faults  in  this  region  which  are  expected  to  cause  less  damage  in 
San  Francisco  include  the  Calaveras,  Concord,  Maacama,  Green  Valley,  West  Napa  and  Greenville 
faults. 

Although  no  known  active  faults  are  located  within  San  Francisco,  earthquakes  on  the  San  Andreas  fault 
system  and  Hayward  fault  pose  especially  high  risks  to  San  Francisco  and  the  project  site  because  of 
their  relatively  close  proximity  and  frequency  of  past  movement.  The  National  Earthquake  Prediction 
Evaluation  Council,  formed  subsequent  to  the  1989  Loma  Prieta  Earthquake,  evaluated  the  possibilities 
of  one  or  more  earthquakes  of  magnitude  7.0  or  more,  occurring  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  within 
the  next  30  years.  The  result  of  the  evaluation  indicated  a  67  percent  likelihood  that  an  earthquake  event 
of  Richter  magnitude  7.0  or  higher  will  occur  in  the  Bay  Area  between  1990  and  2020  (San  Francisco 
Planning  Department,  1997). 

The  Alquist-Priolo  Earthquake  Fault  Zoning  Act,  signed  into  law  December  1972,  requires  the 
delineation  of  zones  along  sufficiently  active  and  well-defined  faults.  The  purpose  of  the  Alquist  Priolo 
Act  is  to  regulate  development  on  or  near  active  fault  traces  to  reduce  the  hazard  of  fault  rupture.  No 
known  active  faults  requiring  delineation  under  the  Alquist-Priolo  Act  have  been  identified  within 
San  Francisco. 

Seismic  Hazards 

The  greatest  risk  to  life  and  property  in  San  Francisco  result  directly  from  the  ground  shaking  and  ground 
failure  associated  with  large  earthquakes  (San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  1997).  Groundshaking 
may  affect  areas  hundreds  of  miles  distant  from  the  location  at  which  the  earthquake  is  centered 
(epicenter).  Historic  earthquakes  have  caused  strong  groundshaking  and  damage  in  the  San  Francisco 
Bay  Area. 

Underlying  soils  in  areas  located  relatively  distant  from  faults  can  intensify  groundshaking.  Portions  of 
San  Francisco  that  experienced  the  worst  structural  damage  in  prior  earthquakes  were  not  necessarily 
those  closest  to  the  fault  but  rather,  in  areas  with  soils  that  magnified  the  effects  of  ground  shaking.  The 
majority  of  hills  within  San  Francisco,  as  is  the  case  with  Telegraph  Hill,  are  composed  of  bedrock  and 
tend  not  to  amplify  groundshaking  (San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  1997). 

Seismic  shaking  caused  by  a  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  earthquake  could  cause  landsliding  and  rockfalls 
on  many  of  the  steep  soil  and  rock  slopes  within  San  Francisco.  Many  of  the  rock  slopes  within  San 
Francisco  are  composed  of  fractured  and  weathered  bedrock  that  is  susceptible  to  failure  under  certain 
groundshaking  intensities.  Structural  discontinuities  (fractures,  joints  shear  zones)  in  the  shale  and 
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massive  sandstone  on  the  slopes  at  the  project  site  increase  the  potential  for  rockfalls  in  the  event  of  an 
earthquake. 

REGULA  TOR  Y  BA  CKGROUND 
Seismic  Hazards  Mapping  Act 

The  Seismic  Hazards  Mapping  Act,  enacted  by  the  California  Legislature  in  1990,  was  developed  to 
protect  the  public  from  the  effects  of  strong  groundshaking,  liquefaction,  landslides,  or  other  ground 
failure,  and  other  hazards  caused  by  earthquakes.  The  Act  requires  the  State  Geologist  to  delineate 
various  seismic  hazard  zones  and  requires  cities,  counties,  and  other  local  permitting  agencies  to  regulate 
certain  development  projects  within  these  zones.  Before  a  development  permit  is  granted  for  a  site  within 
a  seismic  hazard  zone,  a  geotechnical  investigation  of  the  site  must  be  conducted  and  appropriate 
mitigation  measures  incorporated  into  the  project  design.  A  Seismic  Hazards  Map  (Zones  of 
Liquefaction  Potential)  for  the  San  Francisco  North  quadrangle,  which  includes  the  project  site,  was 
issued  by  the  California  Division  of  Mines  and  Geology  (CDMG)  in  1997;  CDMG  has  not  yet  issued 
Seismic  Hazards  Maps  for  areas  subject  to  landsliding. 

Uniform  Building  Code 

California  has  adopted  the  Uniform  Building  Code  (UBC)  (Title  24,  Part  2,  CCR).  In  order  to  regulate 
seismic  safety  in  its  jurisdiction,  San  Francisco  uses  a  modified  version  of  UBC  that  includes  provisions 
for  excavation,  grading,  erosion  control,  foundation  investigations,  general  design,  structural  integrity, 
and  slope  stability.  The  San  Francisco  Building  Code  contains  amendments,  additions,  and  repeals  that 
are  specific  to  building  conditions  and  structural  requirements  in  San  Francisco.  Specifically,  Chapters 
16  and  A 16  of  the  City  Code  deal  with  structural  force  design  requirements,  including  regulations 
governing  seismic-resistant  construction.  Chapters  18,  33,  and  A33  pertain  to  foundations,  retaining 
walls,  excavation  and  grading,  as  well  as  requirements  for  foundation  investigations,  seismic-resistant 
design,  stable  cut-  and  fill-slopes,  and  drainage  and  erosion  control.  Portions  of  these  chapters  relating  to 
seismic  safety  are  more  stringent  than  the  requirements  provided  in  similar  chapters  of  the  Uniform 
Building  Code.  Since  the  project  site  is  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  City,  seismic  safety  provisions  of  the 
current  (1997)  San  Francisco  Building  Code  would  apply.  This  most  recent  version  of  the  Code  would  be 
used  since  it  more  adequately  accounts  for  the  proximity  to  faults  and  subsurface  conditions. 

Community  Safety  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan 

The  Community  Safety  Element  of  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan  contains  maps  that  show  areas  in  the 
City  subject  to  geologic  hazards  (San  Francisco  Planning  Department,  1997).  The  project  site  is  located 
in  an  area  subject  to  groundshaking  from  earthquakes  along  the  San  Andreas  and  Northern  Hayward 
Faults  and  other  faults  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area  (Maps  2  and  3).  The  project  site  is  located  in  an 
area  designated  as  susceptible  to  landsliding  (Map  5).  For  any  development  proposal  in  an  area  of 
potential  landsliding,  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI).  in  its  review  of  the  building  permit 
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application,  requires  the  project  sponsor  to  prepare  a  geotechnical  report  that  assesses  the  nature  and 
severity  of  the  hazard(s)  on  the  site  and  recommends  project  design  and  construction  features  that  would 
reduce  the  hazard(s).  To  ensure  compliance  with  all  San  Francisco  Building  Code  provisions  regarding 
structural  safety,  when  DBI  reviews  the  geotechnical  report  and  building  plans  for  a  proposed  project  it 
determines  necessary  engineering  and  design  features  for  the  project  to  reduce  potential  damage  to 
structures  from  groundshaking  and  landslide. 


IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

The  City  has  no  formally  adopted  significance  standards  for  potential  impacts  related  to  geology  and 
seismicity.  However,  projects  are  normally  found  to  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  they 
would  cause  substantial  soil  erosion  or  unstable  ground  conditions;  or  if  they  would  expose  substantial 
numbers  of  people  or  structures  to  geologic  or  seismic  hazards.  The  existing  known  seismic  hazard 
factors  specific  to  a  site  determine  the  potential  for  structural  and  safety  hazards  that  can  occur  with  the 
development  of  a  project. 

EVALUATION  OF  IMPACTS 
Geologic  Hazards 

Considering  past  slope  movements  on  the  site,  it  can  be  assumed  that  future  slope  movement  could  take 
place  in  the  more  fractured,  weathered  shale  rock  overlying  the  sandstone,  and  rockfalls  could  continue 
to  occur  on  the  steeper  portions  of  the  project  site.  Talu§  (broken  rock  dislodged  from  the  slope)  from 
rockfalls  could  cause  property  damage  as  well  as  injury  to  people  below  the  slope.  If  rockfalls  were  to 
occur,  it  would  likely  be  on  the  cliff  face  along  the  eastern  side  of  the  project  site.  The  south  and  west 
walls  of  201  Filbert  Street,  the  building  located  at  the  base  of  the  cliff  to  the  east  of  the  project  site,  have 
no  windows  and  were  constructed  with  reinforcement  to  protect  the  structure  against  rock  falls  from  the 
adjacent  cliffs.  The  reinforcement  of  201  Filbert  Street  extends  several  stories  from  the  ground  level  and 
includes  thicker  walls  with  additional  structural  steel.  The  vacant  area  behind  201  Filbert  Street  serves  as 
a  catchment  area  for  talus  that  becomes  dislodged  and  falls  from  the  adjacent  cliffs  (Rice,  1998). 
Further,  this  area  is  fenced  with  a  locked  gate  that  serves  to  limit  access  to  the  cliff  base  and  thus  reduces 
public  access  to  the  potential  rockfall  hazards.  Rockfalls  from  the  project  site  are  less  likely  to  occur  on 
the  gradual  northern  slope  and  therefore  are  not  likely  to  affect  people  or  property  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
Filbert  Steps  or  Grace  Marchant  Garden. 

The  project  would  involve  construction  of  a  residential  building  immediately  adjacent  to  a  steep  bedrock 
slope  at  the  eastern  side  of  Telegraph  Hill.  One  of  the  primary  issues  regarding  the  development  of  the 
property  is  the  stability  and  treatment  of  the  rock  mass  comprising  the  cliff  Recommended  slope 
stabilization  measures  in  the  two  geotechnical  studies  completed  for  the  project  (Rogers/Pacific,  1996; 
CSA,  1998)  are  proposed  as  part  of  the  project.  These  measures  include: 
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•  Installation  of  additional  prestressed  rockbolts  in  the  various  locations  on  the  bedrock  slope  to 
supplement  those  installed  in  1993; 

•  Installation  of  gabion  wire  netting  across  the  upper  portions  of  the  slope  face; 

•  Gunite  or  shotcrete  covering  or  structural  wire  mesh,  tied  back  with  rockbolts  (or  some  equivalent 
measure)  shall  be  used  to  reduce  bedrock  raveling  thus  reducing  maintenance  of  the  upper  slope 
(application  of  gunite  or  shotcrete  to  the  slope  would  also  reduce  surface  water  infiltration); 

•  Removal  of  loose  or  overhanging  rocks  and  installation  of  rock  netting  to  reduce  future  rockfalls 
and  contain  talus; 

•  Direction  of  surface  drainage  away  from  the  foundation  of  the  proposed  structure  to  avoid  water 
flowing  or  ponding  adjacent  to  the  foundation; 

•  Installation  of  drop  inlet  pipes,  gutters,  downspouts  and  interceptor  drains  to  control  surface  water 
infiltration  and  direct  surface  water  away  from  the  foundation  and  slope; 

•  Addressing  final  foundation  design  criteria  such  as  placement  and  design  of  concrete  piers  and 
rockbolt  sequencing;  and 

•  When  the  plans  for  the  proposed  project  are  finalized,  a  certified  geotechnical  engineer  will  review 
the  plans  and  conduct  an  additional  rock  mechanics  analysis  of  the  sandstone  slope  incorporating 
findings  from  the  initial  study  performed  by  Rogers/Pacific  in  1996  and  additional  observations 
provided  by  CSA  in  1998.  This  additional  analysis  should  ensure  that  seismic  and  hydrostatic 
pressures  have  been  adequately  addressed. 

Absent  the  above  measures,  rockfalls  would  be  expected  to  occur  from  the  steep  slope  east  of  the 
proposed  project.  However,  implementation  of  the  recommended  slope  stabilization  and  treatment 
measures  that  are  included  in  the  project  would  control  and/or  eliminate  the  mechanisms  that  could  lead 
to  future  slope  failures  and  rockfalls,  rendering  these  events  unlikely.  Compliance  with  the  geotechnical 
recommendations  and  applicable  Uniform  Building  Code  (as  modified  for  San  Francisco)  provisions 
would  reduce  the  likelihood  of  future  slope  failure  and  rockfall  hazards  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Seismic  Hazards 

Since  the  project  site  is  located  in  proximity  to  known  active  faults  in  the  San  Francisco  Bay  Area,  the 
proposed  residential  building  would  be  subjected  to  seismically  induced  forces.  Considering  predicted 
earthquake  intensity  data  and  historic  structural  response  on  Telegraph  Hill,  the  probability  of  a  seismic 
event  at  the  project  site  capable  of  causing  total  building  collapse  is  low.  Should  a  seismic  event  cause 
partial  or  total  building  collapse,  debris  would  be  dislodged  and  could  fall  to  the  base  of  the  slope, 
potentially  resulting  in  damage  to  the  building  below  and  adjacent  to  the  site  and,  potentially,  personal 
injury  to  people  in  the  immediate  area.  As  noted  in  the  setting,  access  is  restricted  to  the  parcel  at  the 
base  of  the  steep  slope.  This  impact  analysis  assumes  that  final  foundation  and  structural  design,  as  well 
as  construction  would  comply  with  the  requirements  of  the  Uniform  Building  Code  (as  modified  for 
San  Francisco).  The  Code  provides  design  requirements  to  prevent  major  structural  damage  and  maintain 
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life  safety.  Compliance  with  Code  requirements  for  design,  materials,  and  construction  techniques  would 
reduce  the  hazard  of  structural  damage  to  the  proposed  residential  structure  to  within  an  acceptable  level 
of  risk.  Additionally,  since  structural  design  requirements  of  the  Code  are  currently  more  stringent  with 
regard  to  seismic  loads  than  previously,  the  proposed  building  would  be  a  substantially  safer  structure 
than  the  previous  apartment  structure  constructed  at  the  site  in  the  1930s  and  other  older  structures 
nearby.  While  the  potential  hazards  of  earthquake-induced  structural  failure  cannot  be  eliminated  for  any 
new  building  in  a  seismically  active  area,  compliance  with  applicable  current  codes  and  with 
recommendations  of  the  project's  geotechnical  reports,  including  pier  and  grade  beam  construction, 
would  reduce  the  impact  of  seismically  induced  structural  damage  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Incorporation  into  the  project  of  the  slope  treatments  such  as  rockbolting,  rock  netting  and  pressure- 
applied  concrete  coatings,  as  reconmiended  in  the  project's  site-specific  geotechnical  reports,  would  also 
reduce  to  a  less-than-significant  level  the  potential  impact  of  seismically  induced  slope  failure  that  could 
otherwise  cause  rockfall  to  damage  the  building  below. 

While  collapse  of  the  proposed  residential  structure  would  be  unlikely,  some  structural  damage  could  be 
sustained  by  the  foundation,  and  non-structural  damage  could  also  occur,  including  falling  of  light 
fixtures  or  overhangs  and  overturning  of  unattached  equipment.  Such  non-structural  damage  caused  by 
ground  shaking  would  be  considered  a  major  source  of  seismic  hazards  at  the  project  site.  Earthquake 
damage  and  injuries  often  occur  when  heavy  objects  fall  from  above,  including  ceiling  tiles,  light 
fixtures,  wall  hangings,  and  ventilation  equipment.  Heavy  equipment  and  furniture  that  is  not  secured  to 
structural  elements  of  the  building  (floors,  walls,  or  ceilings)  is  also  hazardous  during  earthquakes 
because  it  may  overturn  or  move,  causing  injury  and  additional  damages,  blocking  of  exits  and 
disruption  of  fire  control  systems.  This  impact  analysis  assumes  that  all  new  interior  construction  will 
comply  with  California  Code  of  Regulations,  Title  24  standards  for  seismic  resistance,  and  the  seismic 
provisions  of  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code,  whichever  provides  the  most  stringent  requirements. 
Compliance  with  these  building  codes  would  reduce  the  impact  of  damage  from  unsecured  objects  in  an 
earthquake  to  a  less-than-significant  level. 

Construction  Hazards 

Preliminary  recommended  design  of  the  building  foundation  involves  the  placement  of  approximately 
32  interconnected  straight-shaft  reinforced  24-inch  diameter  concrete  piers.  These  piers  would  extend 
through  the  underlying  shale  and  into  competent  sandstone  bedrock  to  depths  of  up  to  approximately 
40  feet.  A  surface  foundation,  consisting  of  an  interconnecting  system  of  tie  beam/shear  walls,  would 
connect  to  the  piers. 

From  a  construction  operations  standpoint,  excavation  and  installation  of  the  recommended  vertical  piers 
and  foundation  would  be  difficult  considering  the  access  from  Alta  Street  and  confined  work  area  on  the 
project  site.  Possible  hazards  associated  with  such  construction  could  include  worker  injury  or  death  by 
falls,  unstable  or  falling  construction  equipment,  and  ground  vibration  causing  rock  or  debris  to  dislodge 
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and  roll  down-slope.  Equipment  and  rocks  falling  from  the  project  site  during  construction  could  result  in 
damage  to  properties  below  or  injury  or  death  of  people  in  the  vicinity  of  the  construction  operations. 
This  impact  analysis  assumes  that  proposed  construction  activities  would  implement  standard  and 
appropriate  safety  practices  to  avoid  construction  related  hazards.  (It  should  be  noted  that  many  of  the 
above  impacts  would  occur  if  slope  stabilization  were  to  be  undertaken  even  absent  the  proposed 
project.) 

Compliance  with  a  strict  health  and  safety  plan,  developed  and  implemented  for  this  particular  project 
would  reduce  the  occurrence  of  construction-related  accidents  and  therefore  this  impact  would  be  less- 
than-signiflcant.  See  Section  IV.,  Mitigations,  for  the  recommended  safety  practices  (agreed  to  by  the 
project  sponsor)  to  be  included  in  the  health  and  safety  plan.  See  Initial  Study  for  discussion  of  other 
construction-related  impacts  such  as  for  noise,  parking,  and  traffic. 

CONCLUSION 

The  project  sponsor  has  provided  the  above-referenced  geotechnical  investigation  reports  prepared  by  a 
California-licensed  geotechnical  engineer  that  are  on  file  with  the  Department  of  City  Planning  and 
available  for  public  review  as  part  of  the  project  file.  The  geotechnical  reports  found  the  site  suitable  for 
development  providing  that  the  recommendations  included  in  the  report  were  incorporated  into  the 
design  and  construction  of  the  proposed  development.  The  sponsor  has  agreed  to  follow  the 
recommendation  of  the  reports  in  constructing  the  project. 

A  critical  element  to  the  design  of  the  structure  is  sufficient  slope  stabilization  and  protection  from 
erosion.  Slope  treatments  such  as  rockbolting,  rock  netting  and  surface  concrete  applications  to  control 
infiltration  of  surface  water  are  included  in  the  project  design  to  control  and  contain  future  rockfall 
events.  Compliance  with  applicable  codes  and  recommendations  made  in  project-specific  geotechnical 
analyses  would  not  eliminate  risks  (earthquake,  rockfall,  safety)  associated  with  construction  on  this  site, 
but  would  reduce  them  to  an  acceptable  level. 

The  final  building  plans  would  be  reviewed  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection  (DBI).  In 
reviewing  building  plans,  the  DBI  refers  to  a  variety  of  information  sources  to  determine  existing  hazards 
and  assess  requirements  for  mitigation.  Sources  reviewed  include  maps  of  Seismic  Hazard  Safety  Zones 
(SHSZ)  and  known  landslide  areas  in  San  Francisco  as  well  as  the  building  inspectors'  working 
knowledge  of  areas  of  special  geologic  concern.  Additionally,  the  Building  Code  contains  provisions  that 
require  that  grading  on  slopes  of  greater  than  2:1,  or  where  cut  sections  will  exceed  10  vertical  feet,  must 
be  done  in  accordance  with  the  recommendations  of  a  soil  engineering  report  prepared  by  a  California- 
licensed  geotechnical  engineer  prior  to  construction.  Such  excavation  also  requires  professional 
inspection  and  approval  of  the  grading  by  a  California-licensed  civil  engineer.  The  above  referenced 
geotechnical  investigations  would  be  available  for  use  by  the  DBI  during  its  review  of  building  permits 
for  the  site.  Also,  DBI  could  require  that  additional  site-specific  soils  report(s)  be  prepared  in 
conjunction  with  permit  applications,  as  needed.  Therefore,  any  potentially  significant  geologic,  seismic. 


97.433E  /  22  -  30  Alu  Sued  EIR 


III.E-11 


ES A  /  970415 


 in.  ENVIRO^fMENTAL  SETTING  AND  IMPACTS 

E.  GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMICITY 

landslide  or  construction-related  hazards  associated  with  structural  collapse,  slope  failure  or  rockfall 
would  be  mitigated  during  the  permit  review  process  through  these  measures. 

New  development  is  generally  safer  -  relatively  speaking  -  than  comparable  older  development  due  to 
improvements  in  foundation  design,  seismic  analysis,  building  codes  and  construction  techniques.  For 
instance,  compared  to  the  perimeter  surface  foundation  supporting  the  previous  structure,  the  proposed 
building  would  be  anchored  into  the  array  of  vertical  piers,  which  would  provide  greater  stability  than 
provided  by  the  prior  building's  foundation.  Therefore,  while  the  proposed  project  would  essentially 
rebuild  on  the  same  site  as  the  McNear  apartment  building,  the  project  would  increase  the  geologic 
safety  of  the  site  and  vicinity,  compared  to  both  existing  and  pre- 1992  conditions,  owing  to  the  inclusion 
in  the  project  of  substantially  more  and  better  slope  protection  measures. 
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F.  BIOLOGY 

SETTING 
INTRODUCTION 

A  discussion  of  the  potential  effects  of  the  project  on  the  biology  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden 
(Garden)  has  been  included  in  this  EIR  for  informational  purposes  only.  The  Initial  Study  for  this  project 
found  that  there  was  no  potential  for  significant  impacts  on  biological  resources. 

The  Garden  is  located  adjacent  to,  and  partially  extending  into,  the  project  site.  It  includes  maintained 
landscaping  within  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  as  well  as  portions  of  adjoining  private  parcels.  The 
Garden  has  been  actively  tended  for  about  50  years  and  includes  approximately  100  species  of  plants 
from  many  of  the  world's  regions  and  climates  (Morse,  1986).  It  has  received  acclaim  as  a  prototype  for 
urban  beautification  and  receives  extensive  visitation,  by  both  local  residents  and  by  tourists. 

In  the  broadest  terms,  the  boundaries  of  the  Garden  can  be  defined  as  Darrell  Place  to  the  west,  just  past 
Napier  Lane  to  the  east,  the  Filbert  Steps  to  the  north,  and  following  an  irregular  line  into  the  northern 
portions  of  properties  lining  Alta  and  Filbert  Streets  (see  Figure  38).  The  Garden  can  roughly  be  visually 
and  functionally  described  as  having  two  primary  sections,  eastern  and  western.  The  most  intensively 
maintained,  colorful,  and  visual  center  of  the  Garden  is  its  eastern  section  immediately  south  of  the 
Filbert  Steps  east  (and  slightly  west)  of  Napier  Lane,  and  continuing  onto  the  hillside  on  the  northern 
comer  of  the  project  site  and  the  northern  portions  of  the  two  private  parcels  adjacent  to  the  west. 

The  western  portion  of  the  Garden  is  the  area  to  the  west  of  the  central  section,  to  the  east  of  Darrell 
Place,  between  the  Filbert  Steps  and  the  buildings  lining  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  on  the  south.  This 
portion  of  the  Garden  tends  to  be  somewhat  more  divided  into  individual  plots,  have  less  variety  and 
color  in  its  landscaping,  and  function  more  as  the  yards  of  the  individual  buildings  than  as  a  coherent, 
unified  garden. 

REGION  OF  THE  PROJECT 

The  project  site  is  located  on  the  eastern  slope  of  Telegraph  Hill,  on  the  northeastern  tip  of  the  San 
Francisco  peninsula.  Telegraph  Hill  is  composed  of  Franciscan  assemblage  rock  consisting  of 
graywacke,  sandstone,  and  shales  of  marine  origin.  Portions  of  Telegraph  Hill  have  been  quarried  in  the 
past,  resulting  in  very  steep  slopes  on  its  eastern  and  northeastern  faces,  including  immediately  adjacent 
to  the  project  site. 

San  Francisco  has  a  mild  Mediterranean  climate  characteristic  of  much  of  coastal  California  but  with 
frequent  summer  ocean  fogs.  Most  precipitation  falls  as  rain  in  the  winter  months,  while  the  summer  is 
generally  rainless.  Although  San  Francisco  historically  supported  a  distinctive  assemblage  of 
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geographically  restricted  plant  and  animal  species,  this  portion  of  the  City  has  been  subject  to  urban 
development  for  nearly  150  years.  As  a  result,  very  little  native  vegetation  and  habitat  remains  on 
Telegraph  Hill. 

PROJECT  SITE  AND  ADJACENT  AREAS 
Uncultivated  Portions  of  the  Project  Site 

The  project  site  borders  Alta  Street  to  the  south  and  extends  northward  and  downslope  to  the  Filbert 
Street  right-of-way.  The  project  site  was  occupied  by  a  residential  structure  between  1935  and  1992. 
Remnants  of  the  previous  building's  concrete  foundation  remain  on  the  site.  Within  the  old  building 
footprint,  most  areas  are  covered  with  concrete,  but  cracks  in  this  material  support  a  variety  of  weedy 
species,  such  as  Jupiter's  beard  (Centrantlnis  ruber),  fennel  {Foeniculum  vulgare),  sow  thistle  (Sonchus 
oleraceus),  and  thistle  {Cirsium  and  Cardials  spp.)  (see  Figure  39). 

Beyond  the  foundation  of  the  former  building,  the  property  slopes  moderately  steeply  downward  to  the 
north  and  very  steeply  to  the  east.  To  the  east  of  the  foundation  and  elsewhere  on  the  very  steep  slopes, 
uncultivated  vegetation  is  present,  including  plant  species  that  have  been  and  are  planted  as  ornamentals, 
but  which  also  thrive  without  cultivation  in  the  local  climate.  A  large  dense  brush  covers  much  of  the 
northeastern  comer  of  the  site.  In  this  uncultivated  area,  the  most  common  species  are  weedy 
ornamentals  that  are  often  spread  by  birds:  Algerian  ivy  {Hedera  canariensis),  blackberry  (Rubus  sp.), 
and  pyracantha  {Pyracantha  sp.).  Also  present  are  a  variety  of  less  aggressive  ornamentals  that  often 
persist  without  maintenance:  acanthus  {Acanthus  sp.),  rosemary  {Rosmarinus  ojficinalis),  climbing  roses 
{Rosa  sp.),  and  matilija  poppy  {Romneya  coulteri).  During  site  visits,  these  species  were  observed  either 
growing  within  a  dense  stand  of  ivy  and  blackberry,  or  in  the  case  of  the  poppy,  growing  on  the  precipice 
on  the  east  side  of  the  property  (see  Figure  39). 

Grace  Marchant  Garden 

The  northwest  comer  of  the  project  site  slopes  more  gently  than  elsewhere.  This  area  has  been  planted 
and  tended,  as  evidenced  by  a  cleared  understory,  the  presence  of  maintained  ornamental'  plants,  some 
possessing  tags,  green  plastic  tying  tape,  and  green  metal  plant  stakes.  This  portion  of  the  project  site 
(about  1,000  sq.ft.)  is  part  of  the  central  portion  of  Grace  Marchant  Garden.  Metal  pipes  driven  into  the 
ground  at  intervals  suggest  that  retaining  walls  or  walkways  may  have  been  present  in  the  past.  This 
maintained  area  begins  near  the  northeast  comer  of  the  adjacent  two-story  dwelling  at  221  Filbert  Street, 
continues  northward  (and  slightly  west)  to  the  Filbert  Steps  and  runs  eastward  to  about  the  site's  property 
line  (see  Figure  40). 


The  tcm  "omamentar"  means  a  plant  that  is  planted  or  grown  intentionally  for  its  beauty.  In  California,  many  ornamentals 
are  not  native  (that  is,  species  that  grow  naturally  in  the  area),  but  grow  naturally  elsewhere  in  North  America  or  on  other 
continents. 
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The  Garden  is  composed  almost  exclusively  of  ornamental  plant  species  (see  Figures  41  and  42).  Of  the 
very  few  native  species  that  were  observed,  they  tended  to  be  pioneering,  or  weedy,  species.  No  habitat 
was  observed  for  any  special-status  plant  species,  and  no  evidence  of  any  rare,  threatened  or  endangered 
plant  species  known  to  occur  in  San  Francisco  appears  to  exist  in  the  Garden.  All  of  the  trees  present  on 
the  project  site  are  planted  ornamental  species,  such  as  apple  (Mains  sp.),  cherry  and  plum  (Prunus  spp.), 
and  an  ornamental,  non-native  species  of  oak  (Quercus  sp.).  The  trees  were  observed  more  or  less  at  the 
boundary  of  the  maintained  area;  no  trees  were  found  farther  south,  and  few  large  trees  were  present  in 
the  gardened  portion  of  the  project  site. 

The  gardened  portion  of  the  project  site  contains  large-flowered  members  of  the  mallow  family 
(Malvaceae),  several  specimens  of  rose  (Rosa  sp.),  ferns,  baby's  tears  (Soleirolia  soleirolii),  Japanese 
maple  {Acer  palmatum),  and  a  variety  of  flowering  trees,  shrubs  and  herbs.  A  very  large  climbing  rose 
marks  the  boundary  of  the  actively  maintained  portion  of  the  garden  within  the  project  site.  In  addition  to 
the  ornamental  species  noted  above,  the  Garden  contains  lilac  (Syringa  sp.),  cypress  (Cupressus  sp.) 
trees,  princess  flower  (Tibouchifia  urvilleana),  a  member  of  the  banana  family  (Musa  sp.  or  Strelitzia 
sp.),  succulents,  fuschia  (Fuschia  sp.),  tree  ferns,  and  angel's  trumpet  or  golden  datura  {Briigmansia  sp. 
or  Datura  sp.). 

The  western  section  of  the  Garden  is  composed  of  hydrangea  (Hydrangea  sp.),  pittosporum  (Pittosponim 
sp.),  duchesnea  (Duchesnea  sp.),  ranunculus  {Ranunculus  sp.),  tree  ferns,  jasmine,  azalea  {Rhododendron 
sp.),  lily-of-the-Nile  {Agapanthus  sp.),  acanthus  {Acanthus  sp.),  holly  {Ilex  sp.),  heavenly  bamboo 
{Nandina  domestica),  and  camellia  {Camellia  spp.)  (See  Figure  43).  Some  of  the  trees  in  the  upper 
portion  of  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  are  old  and  quite  large,  and  cast  a  considerable  amount  of 
shade;  these  include  elm  {Ulmus  sp.),  magnolia  {Magnolia  cf.  grandiflora),  and  Cottonwood  {Populus 
sp.).  Roses  thrive  in  the  sunnier  portions  near  Darrell  Place. 

The  wildlife  observed  on  the  site  consisted  of  common  urban  species,  such  as  robins  {Turdus 
migratorius)  and  hummingbirds  {Calypte  spp.).  There  was  indirect  evidence  of  other  urban-dwelling 
species  such  as  raccoons  {Procyon  lotor).  Other  urban-dwelling  species  would  be  expected,  such  as 
sparrows  {Spizella  spp.),  blackbirds  {Euphagus  cyanocephalus)  and  rock  doves  {Columba  livia).  No 
habitat  was  observed  to  be  present  for  any  of  the  special-status  wildlife  known  from  the  region  of  San 
Francisco. 

IMPACTS 

SIGNIFICANCE  CRITERIA 

A  project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  would  substantially  affect  a  rare  or 
endangered  species  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habitat  for  such  species,  substantially  diminish  habitat  for 
fish,  wildlife  or  plants,  and/or  require  the  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of  mature,  scenic  trees. 
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Figure  41 

Photographs  of  Maintained  Section  of 
Grace  Marchant  Garden 
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Photographs  of  Maintained  Section  of 
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Photographs  of  Western  Section  of 
Grace  Marchant  Garden 
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 III.  ENTVIRONMENTAL  SETTING  AND  IMPACTS 

F.  BIOLOGY 

EVALUA  TION  OF  IMP  A  CTS 
Building  Location 

Construction  of  the  proposed  project  would  replace  the  old  concrete  foundations  and  extend  onto  a 
portion  of  the  weedy,  un-maintained  area  of  the  project  site.  The  loss  of  this  habitat,  currently  occupied 
by  weeds  and  un-maintained  ornamental  vegetation,  would  represent  a  minor  and  less-than-significant 
loss  of  habitat.  No  special-status  plant  or  animal  species  or  their  habitat  would  be  adversely  affected. 
Because  the  footprint  of  the  proposed  building  contains  no  large  or  scenic  trees,  no  such  resources  would 
be  affected. 

Construction  Impacts 

During  construction,  some  additional  surface  disturbance  would  occur  beyond  the  building  footprint, 
resulting  in  additional  loss  of  vegetation.  The  proposed  building  footprint  lies  within  about  5  feet  of  the 
landscaped  area  on  the  northwest  side  of  the  property,  but  is  about  25  feet  away  from  the  landscaped  area 
on  the  northeastern  comer.  Depending  on  the  extent  of  surface  disturbance  beyond  the  building 
footprint,  construction  could  result  in  the  direct  loss  of  a  portion  of  landscaped  vegetation  that  is  part  of 
the  Garden.  In  addition,  there  could  be  some  adverse  impacts  from  debris  sliding  or  rolling  downslope 
into  the  Garden.  This  impact  would  be  adverse  because  of  its  effect  on  the  Garden,  however,  because  it 
would  be  temporary,  it  would  not  substantially  impact  rare  and  endangered  species  or  habitats,  and 
would  not  require  removal  of  substantial  numbers  of  large  or  scenic  trees,  it  would  be  considered  less 
than  significant.  See  Section  IV.,  Mitigations,  for  improvement  measures  recommended  to  reduce 
potential  construction-related  impacts. 

Impacts  from  Increased  Shadow 

A  detailed  shadow  modeling  was  conducted  for  the  proposed  project  and  is  presented  in  Section  III.D, 
Shadows.  The  modeling  shows  for  multiple  times  of  the  day  throughout  the  year  the  current  pattern  of 
shadow,  the  extent  of  shadow  when  the  former  building  was  located  on  the  project  site,  and  the  extent  of 
shadow  for  the  proposed  building.  In  summary,  shadows  from  the  proposed  building  would  be  cast 
generally  northward,  adding  to  the  shading  of  the  proposed  project  site,  which  already  receives  shade 
because  of  its  north-  and  east-facing  slopes.  The  proposed  building  would  create  an  additional  2  hours  of 
shadow  for  approximately  six  weeks  in  both  the  spring  and  fall,  when  compared  to  existing  vacant 
conditions.  In  the  winter  months,  shadows  from  existing  buildings  and  the  hillside  itself  already  cast 
most  of  the  project  site  in  shade  in  late  afternoon  and  for  much  of  the  winter  months.  During  the  summer 
months,  the  shadow  cast  by  the  proposed  building  could  cast  shade  directly  north,  but  primarily  within 
the  property  line. 

Vegetation  responds  to  both  the  intensity  and  duration  of  shade.  According  to  Hortus  Third,  the 
encyclopedia  of  ornamental  plants,  shade  in  outdoor  gardens  ranges  from  open  shade  with  unobstructed 
overhead  sky  found  on  the  north  side  of  buildings  or  tall  trees  to  the  partial  or  rather  complete  shade 
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found  under  trees.  Deep  shade  provided  by  a  dense  overhead  tree  canopy  can  reduce  light  to  one-tenth  of 
full  sunlight,  where,  by  contrast,  open  shade  admits  diffused  and  reflected  light  to  reach  the  ground. 
Partial  shade  may  vary  greatly  depending  upon  the  character  of  the  tree  and  its  canopy.  Plants  suited  for 
growth  in  shaded  gardens  have  shade  tolerances  ranging  from  very  deep  shade  (very  few  species)  to  light 
shade  (many  species).  Plants  for  shady  sites  vary  widely  in  form  and  habit,  and  include  herbs  and  woody 
plants,  annuals  and  perennials,  evergreens  and  deciduous  plants,  vines,  bulbs,  and  ground  covers. 

The  impact  of  the  increased  shading  to  the  Garden  would  be  to  favor  a  palette  of  slightly  more  shade- 
tolerant  species,  especially  in  the  area  nearest  the  proposed  building.  Most  of  the  planted  species 
currently  in  the  Garden  are  already  somewhat  tolerant  of  shade,  since  the  exposure  and  existing  buildings 
already  cast  shade  into  the  Gardens.  In  addition,  the  plantings  put  in  place  prior  to  1992  were  established 
when  the  shade  regime  included  the  former  building,  which  cast  about  three-fourths  as  much  shade  as  the 
proposed  structure.  Therefore,  most  of  the  plantings  currently  in  the  Garden,  especially  the  older  ones, 
are  expected  to  continue  to  thrive. 

Some  species,  such  as  roses,  benefit  from  direct  sun  for  a  portion  of  the  day  during  the  growing  season. 
This  may  be  partly  due  to  a  need  for  additional  warmth,  since  some  plants  grow  and  flower  more 
vigorously  in  warmer  situations.  Since  the  portion  of  the  Garden  with  rose  plantings  (primarily  in  the 
northern  portion  of  the  project  property  and  the  adjacent  area  of  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way)  would 
receive  less  direct  sun  as  a  result  of  the  project,  there  would  likely  be  detectable  adverse  effects  on  these 
plantings.  For  example,  the  roses  may  become  more  leggy  (taller  and  less  compact),  may  flower  less,  or 
may  flower  slightly  later.  However,  most  of  the  plantings  in  the  intensively  gardened  portion  of  the 
Garden  are  expected  to  continue  to  grow  and  flower,  as  they  did  when  the  previous  building  was  in  place 
and  light  conditions  were  similar  to  those  projected  with  the  new  building  in  place.  The  intensively 
gardened  portion  of  the  Garden  would  continue  to  provide  suitable  habitat  for  a  greater  variety  of  open 
shade-loving  plants  than  would  the  less  intensively-gardened  portion. 

As  the  Garden  became  established  in  the  1940s  and  later,  plantings  were  added  gradually,  until  the 
Garden  contained  a  diverse  array  of  plant  species.  Plantings  have  continued  to  be  added  in  response  to 
natural  events  such  as  the  unusual  freezing  weather  that  hit  San  Francisco  in  1990  and  1991.  Such  a 
pattern  of  replacing  garden  plantings  as  they  become  older  and  less  vigorous  is  typical.  In  addition,  the 
types  of  plants  that  would  potentially  be  adversely  effected  would  be  non-native,  ornamental  species  that 
were  selected  based  on  subjective  taste  and  appreciation  for  their  beauty.  If  some  of  these  species  were  to 
be  affected,  many  alternative  shade-tolerant  species  would  similarly  be  available  for  their  replacement. 
The  proposed  project  would  not  therefore  represent  a  substantial  diminishing  of  a  plant  habitat  according 
to  CEQA  standards.  Further,  such  potential  adverse  effects  would  not  preclude  the  ongoing  use  of  the 
space  as  an  attractive  public  garden,  as  it  had  been  previous  to  1992  and  has  continued  to  since. 
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As  described  in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  the  proposed  project  is  intended  to  replace  the  prior, 
demolished  building  on  the  project  site.  This  unique  circumstance,  combined  with  the  lack  of  buildable 
sites  in  the  vicinity,  would  substantially  avoid  any  potential  for  the  proposed  project  to  contribute  to 
further  development  in  the  area.  With  three  residential  units  in  a  developed  urban  center,  the  project 
could  be  not  expected  to  induce  further  growth  in  the  neighborhood  or  the  City. 
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MITIGATION  MEASURES  IDENTIFIED  IN  THIS  REPORT  TO 
MINIMIZE  POTENTIAL  ADVERSE  IMPACTS  OF  THE  PROJECT 


In  the  course  of  project  planning  and  design,  measures  have  been  identified  that  would  reduce  or 
eliminate  potential  environmental  impacts  of  the  proposed  project.  Some  of  these  measures  have  been,  or 
would  be,  voluntarily  adopted  by  the  project  sponsor  or  project  architect  and  contractor  and  thus  are 
proposed;  some  are  under  consideration  and  some  have  been  considered  and  rejected  by  the  project 
sponsor.  Implementation  of  some  may  be  the  responsibility  of  other  agencies.  Measures  under 
consideration  or  rejected  may  be  required  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  as  conditions  of  project 
approval,  if  the  project  were  to  be  approved.  Each  mitigation  measure  and  its  status  is  discussed  below. 

There  are  two  items  required  by  law  that  would  serve  to  mitigate  impacts.  These  measures  include  no  use 
of  mirrored  glass  on  the  building  to  reduce  glare,  as  per  City  Planning  Commission  Resolution  9212,  and 
the  limitation  of  construction-related  noise  levels,  pursuant  to  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance 
(Article  29  of  the  San  Francisco  Police  Code,  1972). 

Measures  which  are  not  required  by  legislation  but  which  would  also  serve  to  mitigate  environmental 
impacts  appear  below.  Mitigation  measures  preceded  by  an  asterisk  (*)  are  from  the  Initial  Study  (see 
Appendix  A. 


AIR  QUALITY 

As  described  in  the  attached  Initial  Study  (Appendix  A),  the  proposed  project  has  the  potential  to 
temporarily  affect  local  air  quality  as  a  result  of  construction  activities.  As  a  result,  the  project  sponsor 
has  agreed  to  implement  the  following  mitigation  measure: 

*•      The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  sprinkle  exterior  demolition  sites  with  water 
during  demolition,  excavation  and  construction  activity;  sprinkle  unpaved  exterior  construction 
areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover 
trucks  hauling  debris,  soil,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during 
demolition  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions  unless  the  on-site 
engineer  determines  there  is  a  conflicting  reason  to  not  do  so.  Ordinance  175-91,  passed  by  the 
Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable  water  be  used  for  dust  control 
activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  contractor(s)  obtain  reclaimed 
water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose. 
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IMPROVEMENT  MEASURES 

Although  not  required  to  mitigate  significant  impacts,  the  following  improvement  measures  would 
reduce  less-than-significant  impacts  related  to  the  geological  and  seismic  and  biology  issues  resulting 
from  the  construction  of  the  proposed  project. 

GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMICITY 

As  noted  in  Section  III.E,  Geology  and  Seismicity,  potentially  significant  geological/seismic  hazards  of 
the  project  would  be  mitigated  by  the  building  permit  review  process.  To  reduce  less-than-significant 
impacts,  the  following  improvement  measures  are  recommended: 

•  The  reconmiendations  in  the  geotechnical  reports  conducted  by  Rogers/Pacific  in  1996  and  Cotton, 
Shires  Associates  in  1998  shall  be  implemented. 

•  In  order  to  ensure  that  no  construction-related  accidents  that  would  harm  or  damage  workers,  the 
public,  or  nearby  buildings  during  the  course  of  construction  of  the  proposed  project,  the  project 
sponsor  has  agreed  to  develop  and  implement  a  health  and  safety  plan  that  includes  the  following 
elements  as  a  mitigation  measure: 

•  Operation  of  heavy  construction  equipment  only  on  the  relatively  flat  portion  at  the  upper 
portions  of  the  project  site; 

•  Full-time  safety  harnesses  for  onsite  workers  as  protection  from  falls; 

•  Stabilization  and  anchoring  of  construction  equipment  to  avoid  machinery  being  dislodged 
and  toppling  off  the  slope  face; 

•  Netting  installed  below  the  construction  activities  to  intercept  and  retain  rocks  and  debris 
dislodged  during  construction  activities; 

•  Buffer  areas  maintained  surrounding  construction  operations  to  restrict  public  access  to 
potentially  hazardous  conditions; 

•  Removal  or  securing  heavy  construction  equipment  during  periods  of  inclement  weather,  at 
night  and  on  weekends; 

•  Monitoring  of  adjacent  properties  for  damage  caused  by  vibration  and  other  potential 
hazards;  and 

•  Installation  of  fencing  at  the  base  of  the  cliff  to  the  east  of  the  project  site  as  an  additional 
mechanism  to  capture  talus  that  may  fall  down  the  cliff. 

BIOLOGY 

•  The  intensively  gardened  portion  of  the  Garden  could  be  affected  by  construction  activities.  To 
minimize  such  impacts,  the  maximum  allowable  zone  of  impact  should  be  bound  with  temporary 
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construction  fencing  and  a  silt  fence  to  prevent  debris  from  rolling  downslope  and  damaging 
components  of  the  Garden. 

For  established,  maintained  plants  damaged  or  killed  during  construction,  replacement  plants 
should  be  planted  by  the  project  sponsor. 
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CHAPTER  V 


SIGNIFICANT  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDED  IF  THE 
PROPOSED  PROJECT  IS  IMPLEMENTED 

In  accordance  with  Section  21 100(b)(2)(A)  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA),and 
with  Section  15126(b)  of  the  State  CEQA  Guidelines,  the  purpose  of  this  chapter  is  to  identify  impacts 
that  could  not  be  eliminated  or  reduced  to  an  insignificant  level  by  mitigation  measures  included  as  part 
of  the  project,  or  by  other  mitigation  measures  that  could  be  implemented,  as  described  in  Chapter  V, 
Mitigation  Measures. 

As  analyzed  in  the  Setting  and  Impacts  section  (Chapter  3),  this  EIR  does  not  identify  any  significant 
impacts  related  to  the  proposed  project.  This  chapter  is  subject  to  final  determination  by  the  City  Planning 
Commission  as  part  of  its  certification  process  for  the  EIR.  The  Final  EIR  will  be  revised,  if  necessary,  to 
reflect  the  findings  of  the  Commission. 
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CHAPTER  VI 


ALTERNATIVES  TO  THE  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


This  chapter  identifies  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project,  discusses  environmental  impacts  associated 
with  each  alternative,  and,  where  an  alternative  has  been  considered  by  the  project  sponsor  in 
development  of  the  project,  gives  the  reasons  the  alternative  was  rejected  in  favor  of  the  project.  Project 
decision-makers  could  adopt  any  of  the  following  alternatives,  if  feasible,  instead  of  approving  the 
proposed  project. 

A.  ALTERNATIVE  A:  NO  PROJECT 

Under  No  Project  conditions,  the  site  would  remain  in  its  existing,  vacant  condition.  No  new 
development  would  take  place  on  the  site.  None  of  the  potential  impacts  related  to  the  proposed  project 
would  occur.  This  alternative  would  not  preclude  the  future  development  of  this  site  by  the  same  or  a 
different  project  sponsor  with  a  different  development  proposal  at  some  unknown  point  in  the  future. 

If  the  project  remained  in  its  existing  vacant  condition,  the  slope  protection  systems  currently  in  place, 
such  as  the  gunite  slope  treatment,  rockbolts  and  rocknetting,  would  not  be  improved  or  removed.  As  a 
result,  it  is  likely  that  surface  water  would  continue  to  infiltrate  into  the  upper  shale  unit  and  result  in 
continued  slope  degradation.  If  the  upper  slope  materials  were  to  erode,  they  could  become  dislodged 
and  fall  off  the  steeper  portions  of  the  cliff.  Over  time,  degradation  and  raveling  could  eventually  cause 
the  existing  concrete  foundation  remains  to  also  become  unstable.  Additionally,  erosion  of  the  slope 
could  eventually  cause  the  existing  rockbolts  to  become  undermined  and  break  away  from  the  slope.  This 
alternative  would  not  include  any  of  the  beneficial  slope  stabilization  measures  proposed  as  part  of  the 
project. 

Under  this  altemative,  seismic  shaking  during  an  earthquake  could  initiate  rockfalls  from  the  upper 
portions  of  the  slope.  Without  appropriate  rockfall  netting  at  the  base  of  the  slope,  talus  would  continue 
to  accumulate  below  the  slope  adjacent  to  201  Filbert  Street  and  possibly  impact  the  Grace  Marchant 
Garden.  Eventually,  the  existing  rock  netting,  if  not  maintained,  could  become  undermined  and  be 
dislodged  from  the  slope.  This  alternative  has  been  rejected  because  it  would  not  meet  any  of  the  project 
sponsor's  objectives. 

B.  ALTERNATIVES:  REPLACEMENT  ALTERNATIVE 

This  altemative  would  involve  the  construction  of  a  new  structure  on  the  site  that  would  generally  be  a 
replica  of  the  former  Fred  McNear,  Jr.  Apartment  Building  that  occupied  the  site  from  1935  to  1992, 
except  that  this  alternative,  like  the  project,  would  include  three  residential  units,  rather  than  five  units  as 
existed  in  the  prior  building.  Construction  of  this  replacement  structure  would  not  create  any  new 
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shadow  effects  or  impacts  to  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  when  compared  to  the  site's  pre- 1992 
conditions.  Construction  of  a  structure  under  this  alternative's  conditions  would  create  new  shadow 
impacts  on  surrounding  properties  and  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  when  compared  to  existing 
conditions,  as  noted  on  the  shadow  diagrams  presented  in  this  EIR  (Figures  20-35). 

Like  the  former  McNear  building,  the  structure  to  be  built  under  this  alternative  would  not  include 
parking,  and  therefore  this  alternative  would  require  a  parking  variance.  The  lack  of  on-site  parking 
would  incrementally  affect  the  already  congested  parking  and  traffic  conditions  in  the  vicinity,  but  not  to 
a  degree  that  would  be  considered  significant,  because  three  residential  units  would  generate  limited 
traffic  and  parking  demand. 

Under  this  alternative,  geological  impacts  on  the  project  site  would  be  similar  to  those  identified  for  the 
proposed  project.  Although  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  the  construction  of  a  larger  structure 
than  under  the  Replacement  Alternative,  the  potential  for  rockfalls  during  construction  and  the  reduction 
in  subsequent  seismic  hazards  on  the  site  would  be  similar  for  both  structures.  Construction  under  this 
alternative  would  comply  with  more  stringent  Building  Code  requirements  and  thus  the  building  would 
be  a  relatively  safer  structure  than  the  previous  apartment  structure.  With  current  Building  Code 
requirements  (as  modified  for  San  Francisco)  coupled  with  advancements  in  rock  slope  protection  and 
pier-foundation  design  and  construction,  the  building  constructed  under  this  alternative  would  be  less 
prone  to  hazards  related  to  seismic  shaking,  slope  erosion  and  rockfalls,  compared  to  the  McNear 
building. 

Although  there  are  no  significant  impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  be 
considered  the  environmentally  superior  alternative  because  it  would  not  introduce  any  new  shadow 
impacts  to  the  site,  surrounding  neighborhood,  or  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  when  compared  to  the 
Fred  McNear,  Jr.  Apartment  Building  that  occupied  the  site  from  1935  to  1992.  Further,  if  an  exact 
replica  of  the  previous  structure  on  the  site  were  to  be  built,  it  would  appear  to  be  approveable  under  the 
provisions  of  Article  10,  for  its  visual  contribution  to  the  District  would  be  identical  to  what  had  been 
located  on  the  site  from  1935  to  1992,  a  structure  that  was  designated  as  "Contributory"  to  the  District. 
The  District  has  continued  to  exist  as  a  cultural  resource  in  spite  of  the  loss  of  the  prior  building  at  22-30 
Alta  Street,  so  it  is  unlikely  that  the  District  would  lose  its  eligibility  as  an  historic  resource  based  upon 
the  design  of  the  replacement  structure.  The  District  would  remain  potentially  eligible,  at  least  in  part,  to 
be  included  in  the  California  Register  of  Historic  Resources,  as  well  as  the  National  Register  of  Historic 
Places. 

The  project  sponsor  has  rejected  this  alternative  as  infeasible  in  that  it  would  not  meet  two  of  the  primary 
objectives,  to  provide  economically  viable  home-ownership  opportunities  and  to  provide  on-site  parking. 
The  sponsor  does  not  believe  that  the  selling  price  for  residential  condominiums  that  would  average 
about  1,100  square  feet  and  would  not  provide  parking  could  generate  enough  revenue  to  fund  adequate 
slope  stabilization  measures  for  the  site.  Therefore,  according  to  the  project  sponsor,  approval  of  this 
alternative  would  result  in  no  construction  by  this  sponsor  on  the  project  site. 
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C.  ALTERNATIVE  C:  SINGLE-FAMILY  DWELLING 

DESCRIPTION 

Alternative  C  would  consist  of  one  single-family  dwelling,  rather  than  three  condominium  units  as  with 
the  proposed  project.  Under  Alternative  C,  the  building  would  be  five  stories  tall.  Two  stories  would  be 
at  or  above  the  Alta  Street  grade  and  three  would  be  below  the  Alta  Street  grade.  The  Alternative  C 
building  would  be  about  23  feet  tall  according  to  the  Planning  Code  (about  23  feet  above  the  Alta  Street 
grade),  compared  to  32  feet  for  the  proposed  project  and  16  feet  for  the  Fred  McNear,  Jr.  Apartment 
Building  that  occupied  the  site  from  1935  to  1992.  From  the  grade  at  its  rear  elevation,  Alternative  C 
would  have  a  height  of  about  64  feet,  compared  to  about  73  feet  for  the  proposed  project  and  about 
57  feet  for  the  McNear  building.  Alternative  C  would  be  about  48  feet  wide  along  the  front  (Alta  Street) 
facade,  or  about  three  feet  wider  than  the  proposed  project  and  about  four  feet  wider  than  the  McNear 
building.  The  Alternative  C  building  would  extend  for  a  depth  of  62  feet  into  the  lot,  towards  Filbert 
Street,  six  feet  less  than  the  proposed  project  and  the  same  depth  as  the  McNear  building.  Alternative  C 
would  have  a  garage  at  the  Alta  Street  level,  as  would  the  proposed  project;  the  McNear  building  had  no 
on-site  parking.  Table  2  compares  the  proposed  project,  Alternative  C,  and  the  original  McNear  building. 
(Because  Alternative  B  would  essentially  replace  the  McNear  building  -  except  with  three  residential 
units  compared  to  the  original  building's  five  units  -  Alternative  B  is  not  included  in  Table  2.) 

In  design.  Alternative  C  would  be  very  similar  to  the  project,  in  that  it  would  feature  Modeme  influences 
such  as  balconies  and  a  cement  plaster  exterior.  The  house  proposed  for  Alternative  C  would  step  down 
the  hillside,  from  Alta  Street  to  the  north,  as  would  the  proposed  project.  (In  all  of  these  respects. 
Alternative  C  would  also  be  similar  to  the  former  McNear  building.) 

Alternative  C  would  have  approximately  5,300  square  feet  of  living  area  (excluding  garage  and  common 
space)  and  about  6,200  square  feet  of  occupied  floor  area  (osf),  compared  to  about  5,900  square  feet 
(6,900  osf)  for  the  proposed  project  and  about  2,950  square  feet  (3,300  osf)  for  the  McNear  building. 

Figures  44  through  48  depict  a  site  plan  and  elevations  of  Alternative  C;  they  are  comparable  to 
Figures  2  through  6,  pp.  II-4  through  II-8,  in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description.  Figure  49  presents  a 
comparison  of  the  profiles  of  Alternative  C,  the  proposed  project,  and  the  prior  (McNear)  building. 


IMPACTS 


LAND  USE 

Like  the  proposed  project  and  Alternative  B,  Alternative  C  would  result  in  residential  construction  on  the 
project  site  (as  was  the  case  with  the  McNear  building).  Unlike  Alternative  B  and  the  McNear  building, 
however,  this  alternative  would  include  on-site  parking,  in  a  two-car  garage  on  Alta  Street  (as  would  the 
proposed  project,  which  would  have  five  parking  spaces  for  three  units).  Like  the  proposed  project. 
Alternative  C  would  be  compatible  with  existing  nearby  uses,  and  would  not  result  in  a  significant  effect 
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Feet 


SOURCE:  McEachron  Architects  Inc. 


  22  -  30  Mm  Srrcci  ■ 

Figure  46 

Alternative  C:  West  Elevation 
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SOURCE:  McEachron  Architects  Inc. 
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Figure  48 

Alternative  C:  East  Elevation 
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Figure  49 

Comparison  of  Alternative  C  to 
Proposed  Project  and  McNear  Building 
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TABLE  2 

COMPARISON  OF  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVES 


Fred  McNear  Proposed 
Parameter  Jr.  Building  Project  Alternative  C 


Residential  units 

5 

3 

1 

Height  above  Alta  Street,  in  feet 

16 

32 

23 

(Planning  Code  Height) 

Height  at  Rear  (north)  of  Building,  in  feet' 

57 

73 

64 

Width  along  Alta  Street,  in  feet^ 

44 

45 

48 

Depth  from  Alta  Street,  in  feet-^ 

62 

68 

62 

Stories 

5 

6 

5 

Stories  at  or  above  Alta  Street 

l«/2 

3 

2 

On-Site  Parking 

None 

5  spaces 

2  spaces 

Height  of  former  McNear  building  estimated  by  review  of  plans  (front  elevation)  and  by  comparison  of  ground  elevations  at 
front  and  rear  of  building  (rear  elevation),  from  a  survey  of  the  project  site  prepared  by  Martin  M.  Ron  Associates,  January  22, 
1996,  as  revised. 

Width  of  former  McNear  building  along  Alta  Street  includes  entry  way  to  staircase  along  east  side  of  building. 
Excluding  3-foot  cantilevered  decks  ia  Proposed  Project  design  only. 


related  to  land  use.  Unlike  the  proposed  project  and  the  other  alternatives,  Alternative  C  would  construct 
a  single-family  dwelling,  as  opposed  to  a  multi-family  residential  building.  Because  the  project  area 
includes  both  houses  and  apartments/condominiums,  construction  of  a  single-family  dwelling  would  not 
result  in  any  land  use  incompatibility. 

HISTORIC  ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 

As  with  the  proposed  project.  Alternative  C  would  not  impair  the  historical  significance  of  the  Telegraph 
Hill  Historic  District,  and  therefore  would  not  result  in  a  significant  effect  with  regard  to  historic 
architectural  resources.  Like  the  proposed  project.  Alternative  C  would  not  strictly  adhere  to  the  style 
guidelines  for  the  district  contained  in  Appendix  G  of  Planning  Code  Article  10.  However,  both  the  Case 
Report  for  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  and  the  Planning  Code  identify  the  Modem  period  as  part 
of  the  district's  period  of  significance;  include  Modem  buildings  as  contributory  elements  to  the  district; 
and  encourage  "construction  in  a  contemporary  idiom."  Thus,  although  the  Code's  specific  style 
guidelines  do  not  reinforce  Modem  elements.  Alternative  C  (like  the  proposed  project)  would  conform 
with  the  general  standards  regarding  contemporary  buildings  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  as 
described  because  of  its  Modeme  detailing  and  terraced  design. 
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VISUAL  QUALITY 

As  with  the  proposed  project.  Alternative  C  would  result  in  a  visual  change  on  the  project  site.  The 
structure  under  this  alternative  would  have  five  stories  (two  at  or  above  grade)  -  one  less  in  each  instance 
than  the  proposed  project  and  comparable  to  the  former  McNear  building  (which  had  IV2  stories  at  or 
above  grade,  but  had  no  garage).  Alternative  C  would  be  primarily  Modeme  in  style,  like  the  proposed 
project  and  the  McNear  building.  This  alternative  would  not  be  of  a  style  similar  to  that  of  most  of  the 
buildings  immediately  surrounding  the  project  site,  although  it  would  share  design  characteristics  with 
other  Modem  buildings  in  the  neighborhood.  The  Alternative  C  building  would  generally  be  visible  from 
the  same  locations  as  would  the  proposed  project.  In  general,  therefore,  visual  effects  would  be  similar 
than  those  of  the  proposed  project,  although  this  alternative  could  be  perceived  by  some  observers  as 
somewhat  less  visually  intrusive,  owing  to  its  reduced  height,  compared  to  the  proposed  project.  Visual 
effects,  therefore,  would  be  less  than  significant,  as  with  the  proposed  project. 

SHADOW 

Because  it  would  be  about  nine  feet  shorter  than  the  proposed  project  and  about  seven  feet  taller  than  the 
McNear  building.  Alternative  C  would  generally  cast  less  shadow  on  the  slope  below  (to  the  north), 
including  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  than  would  the  proposed  project,  and  more  shadow  than  did  the 
McNear  building.  Because  Alternative  C  would  extend  three  to  four  feet  farther  east,  along  Alta  Street, 
than  either  the  proposed  project  or  the  McNear  building,  Alternative  C  would  cast  incrementally  greater 
shadow  to  the  east  than  either  of  the  other  two  buildings.  However,  except  during  morning  periods  when 
the  sun  is  lowest  in  the  sky  (early  in  the  morning  in  late  fall  and  early  winter),  this  effect  would  be 
limited  to  shading  on  the  very  top  of  the  cliff  that  overlooks  Sansome  Street;  in  general,  this  shadow 
would  not  affect  usable  open  space. 

A  shadow  analysis  was  performed  for  Alternative  C,  and  is  summarized  here.'  Shadow  effects  of 
Alternative  C  on  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  would  be  different  than  those  of  the  proposed  project  and 
the  McNear  building  only  in  the  morning  hours.  In  the  afternoon,  the  sun  angle  is  such  that  shadow  from 
a  building  on  the  project  site  falls  only  on  the  site  itself  and  is  relatively  short,  as  in  the  early  afternoon, 
or  falls  on  the  cliff  to  the  east,  as  in  the  later  afternoon;  see  Figures  23,  27,  31,  and  35,  pp.  III.D-7, 
III.D-II,  III.D-15,  and  III.D-19.  Figures  50  through  54  compare  shadow  effects  of  Alternative  C  with 
those  of  the  proposed  project  and  of  the  former  McNear  building  for  the  hours  of  9:00  a.m.,  10:00  a.m., 
and  12:00  noon  on  March  21,  and  the  hours  of  9:00  a.m.  and  10:00  a.m.  on  December  21.  Note  that 
September  shadows  are  similar  to  those  in  March,  except  that  the  time  in  September  is  one  hour  later 
because  of  daylight  savings  time. 

In  March  at  both  9:00  a.m.  and  10:00  a.m.,  shadow  from  Alternative  C  would  be  less  than  with  the 
proposed  project  and  more  than  with  the  McNear  building.  At  noon  in  March,  this  same  comparison 


Environmental  Science  Associates,  memorandum  to  Michael  Kometani  and  Rick  Cooper,  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department,  April  29,  2000.  This  memorandum  is  available  for  review  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  in 
Case  File  No.  97.433E. 
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Western  Section 
of  Grace 

Marchant  Garden 


Nofe:  Alternative  C  building 
shown  overlaid  upon  proposed  project, 
which  would  extend  farther  north. 


Extent  of  Shadow  from  Alternative  C 

Net  New  Shadow  cost  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 


B       \\\^^\\^\\^     Shadow  cost  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1  992) 


Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Net  new  shadow  with  Alternative  C,  compared 
to  existing  conditions,  is  the  area  of  A+B  that  is 
South  of  the  heavy  line. 

Existing  Shadows 


50 


Feet 


(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 


 22-30  Aim  Sirtet  ■ 

SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  .-Xssociates 

Figure  50 

Comparison  of  Shadow  Impacts 
March  21  -  9  am 
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Extent  of  Shadow  from  Alternative  C 

Net  New  Shadow  cost  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 


B       \\^\\^\^\^     Shodow  cost  by  Pri  or  Bu  Iding  (pre-1  992) 


Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Net  new  shodow  with  Alternative  C,  compared 
to  existing  conditions,  is  the  area  of  A+B  that  is 
South  of  the  heavy  line. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shodow) 
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SOURCE  Environmenial  Science  Associaies 

Figure  51 

Comparison  of  Shadow  Impacts 
March  21  -  10  am 
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Extent  of  Shadow  from  Alternative  C 

Net  New  Sfiadow  cost  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 


B  Shadow  cast  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1  992) 


Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Net  new  shadow  with  Alternative  C,  compared 
to  existing  conditions,  is  the  area  of  A+B  that  is 
South  of  the  heavy  line. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 


50 


Feet 


  22-30  Mia  Street  m 

SOURCE;  Environmenlal  Science  Associates 

Figure  52 

Comparison  of  Shadow  Impacts 
March  21-12  noon 
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B      \\\v\^\\^     Shadow  casi  by  Prior  Building  |pre-l  992) 


Extent  of  Shadow  from  Alternotive  C 

Net  New  Shadow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 


Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Net  new  shadow  with  Alternative  C,  compared 
to  existing  conditions,  is  the  orea  of  A+B  that  is 
South  of  the  heavy  line. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shodow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 


50 


Feet 


  22-30  Aim  Street  ■ 

SOURCE:  Environmenlal  Science  Associates 

Figure  53 

Comparison  of  Shadow  Impacts 
December  21  -  9  am 
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Extent  of  Shadow  from  Alternative  C 

Net  New  Sfiadow  cost  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 


\\^^^^^.^\^^^     Sfiadow  cost  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1 992) 


Note:  Alternative  C  building 
shown  overlaid  upon  proposed  project, 
which  would  extend  farther  north. 


Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Net  new  shadow  with  Alternative  C,  compared 
to  existing  conditions,  is  the  area  of  A+B  that  is 
South  of  the  heavy  line. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 


50 


Feet 


 22-.?0  Aha  Street  ■ 

SOURCE:  En\  ironmentul  Science  Associates 

Figure  54 

Comparison  of  Shadow  Impacts 
December  21  -  10  am 
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would  apply  as  to  the  total  shadow  coverage,  although  because  the  sun  would  be  due  south  of  the  site, 
relative  to  the  street  grid,  Alternative  C  would  cast  additional  shadow,  compared  to  the  Proposed  project, 
atop  the  cliff,  at  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site.  However,  this  new  shadow  would  not  be  within  the 
Eastern  Section  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden. 

In  December  at  9:00  a.m.  and  10:00  a.m.,  when  the  sun  is  relatively  low  in  the  sky.  Alternative  C  would 
cast  more  shadow  than  did  the  McNear  building,  and  less  than  would  the  proposed  project.  At 
12:00  noon  in  December,  Alternative  C  would  cast  a  small  amount  of  additional  shadow,  compared  to 
the  proposed  project,  but  this  shadow  would  be  north  of  the  Eastern  Section  of  the  Grace  Marchant 
Garden,  and  for  the  most  part  would  be  outside  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  (the  small  unshaded  area 
at  the  northeasternmost  portion  of  Figure  34).  (This  new  shadow  would  be  similar  to,  but  less  extensive 
than,  new  shadow  at  12:00  noon  in  March.) 

In  summary,  Alternative  C  would  cast  less  shadow  than  would  the  proposed  project,  but  more  shadow 
than  the  McNear  building.  Alternative  C  would  cast  lass  shadow  year-round  that  would  the  proposed 
project,  in  terms  of  "shadow-foot-hours"  (square  feet  shaded  times  hours  of  shadow  coverage). 
Therefore,  as  with  the  proposed  project,  shadow  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 

GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMICITY 

As  with  Alternative  B,  geological  impacts  under  Alternative  C  would  be  similar  to  those  identified  for 
the  proposed  project,  and  would  be  less  than  significant.  Alternative  C  would  construct  a  wider  structure 
(east-to-west)  than  with  the  proposed  project,  but  the  foundation  would  have  the  same  width,  and 
Alternative  C  would  have  less  depth  (north-to-south).  Therefore,  the  potential  for  rockfalls  during 
construction  and  the  reduction  in  subsequent  seismic  hazards  on  the  site  would  be  similar  for  both 
structures.  As  with  Alternative  B,  construction  under  Alternative  C  would  comply  with  more  stringent 
Building  Code  requirements,  relative  to  those  that  were  applicable  to  the  former  McNear  building,  and 
thus  the  new  building  would  be  a  relatively  safer  structure  than  the  previous  apartment  structure.  With 
current  Building  Code  requirements  (as  modified  for  San  Francisco)  coupled  with  advancements  in  rock 
slope  protection  and  pier-foundation  design  and  construction,  the  building  constructed  under  this 
alternative  would  be  less  prone  to  hazards  related  to  seismic  shaking,  slope  erosion  and  rockfalls, 
compared  to  the  McNear  building. 

BIOLOGY 

As  with  the  proposed  project,  Alternative  C  would  result  in  less-than-significant,  temporary  construction- 
period  impacts  on  biological  resources;  effects  would  be  incrementally  less  substantial  than  those  of  the 
proposed  project  because  this  alternative  would  extend  six  feet  less  deep  into  the  project  site  (the  same 
depth  as  the  former  McNear  building).  No  special  status  plant  or  animal  species  or  their  habitat  would  be 
adversely  affected  either  by  construction,  or  by  shading  once  this  alternative  were  constructed,  and 
effects  on  biological  resources  would  therefore  be  less  than  significant.  Again,  long-term  effects  would 
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be  incrementally  less  substantial  than  with  the  proposed  project,  because  Alternative  C  would  cast  less 
shadow  than  would  the  proposed  project. 

GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

As  with  the  proposed  project.  Alternative  C  would  replace  a  prior,  demolished  building  on  the  project 
site.  A  single  residential  unit  developed  on  a  previously  built  upon  site,  in  a  fully  developed  area,  would 
have  little  or  no  potential  to  induce  further  development. 
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DEIR  DISTRIBUTION  LIST 


PUBLIC  AGENCIES 

Northwest  Information  Center 

California  Historical  Resources  File  System 

Department  of  Anthropology 

Sonoma  State  University 

Rohnert  Park.  CA  94928 

Attn:  Leigh  Jordan 

Department  of  Building  Inspection 
1660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco.  CA  94103 
Attn:  Frank  Chui,  Director 

Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
1660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Neil  Hart 

Daniel  Reidy.  President 

Donna  Levitt,  Vice  President 

Ina  Dearman 

Paul  Finwall 

Nancy  Ho-Belli 

Jeremy  Kotas 

Penny  Magrane 

Suheil  Shatara 

Mayor's  Office  of  Community  Development 
25  Van  Ness  Ave..  Suite  700 
San  Francisco.  Ca  94102 
Attn:  Margine  Sako 

Mayor's  Office  of  Housing 
25  Van  Ness  Ave..  Suite  600 
San  Francisco.  CA  94102 
Attn:  Marcia  Rosen.  Director 

Mayor  Office  of  Econ.  Planning  &  Devel. 

Rm.  339.  War  Memorial  Building 

401  Van  Ness  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn.:  Terezia  Nemeth 


Bureau  of  Energy  Conservation 
Hetch  Hetchy  Water  &  Power 
1 155  Market  Street,  4th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  John  Deakin,  Director 

Public  Utilities  Commission 

1155  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Attn:  Anson  B.  Moran,  General  Manager 

Recreation  &  Park  Department 
McLaren  Lodge,  Golden  Gate  Park 
Fell  and  Stanyan  Streets 
San  Francisco,  CA  94117 
Attn:  Deborah  Learner 

Police  Department 

Planning  Division  Hall  of  Justice 

850  Bryant  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  Capt.  Timothy  Hettrich 

San  Francisco  City  Planning  Commission 
1660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Jonas  lonin.  Secretary 

Hector  Chinchilla,  President 

Anita  Theoharis,  Vice  President 

Dennis  Antenore 

Richard  Hills 

Cynthia  Joe 

Larry  Martin 

Beverly  Mills 

San  Francisco  Department  of  Public  Works 
Bureau  of  Street  Use  and  Mapping 
875  Stevenson  Street.  Room  465 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
Attn:  Denise  Brady 
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Division  of  General  Engineering  Services 
30  Van  Ness  Avenue,  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 
Attn:  Margaret  Divine 

San  Francisco  Dep't.  of  Parking  &  Traffic 
Traffic  Engineering  Division 
25  Van  Ness  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Mark  Rand 

San  Francisco  Fire  Department 

Division  of  Planning  &  Research 

260  Golden  Gate  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

Attn:  Lorrie  Kalos,  Asst.  Deputy  Chief 

San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
MUNI  Planning  Division 
949  Presidio  Avenue,  Room  204 
San  Francisco,  CA94115 
Attn:  Peter  Straus 

San  Francisco  Real  Estate  Department 

25  Van  Ness  Avenue,  4th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  C A  94102 

Attn:  Anthony  Delucchi,  Director  of  Property 

Water  Department 
Distribution  Division 
1990  Newcomb  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
Attn:  Joe  Pelayo,  Sr.  Engineer 


LIBRARIES 

Document  Library  (Two  Copies) 
City  Library  -  Civic  Center 
San  Francisco,  C A  94102 
Attn:  Kate  Wingerson 

Stanford  University  Libraries 
Jonsson  Library  of  Government  Documents 
State  &  Local  Documents  Division 
Stanford,  CA  94305 

Government  Publications  Department 
San  Francisco  State  University 
1630  HoUoway  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  C A  94132 


Hastings  College  of  the  Law  -  Library 

200  McAllister  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102-4978 

Institute  of  Government  Studies 
109  Moses  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 

GROUPS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 

Foundation  for  SF's  Arch.  Heritage 

2007  Franklin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Attn:  David  Bahlman,  Executive  Director 

S.F.  Planning  &  Urban  Research  Association 

312  Sutter  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

San  Francisco  Tomorrow 
41  Sutter  Street,  Room  1579 
San  Francisco,  C A  94104 
Attn:  Tony  Kilroy 

Mrs.  G.  Bland  Piatt 
362  Ewing  Terrace 
San  Francisco,  C A  94118 

Joel  Ventresca 

1278  44th  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  C A  94122 

Albert  Beck 
Eco/Plan  International 
3028  Esplanade  Street,  Suite  A 
Chico,  CA  95973-4924 

Greenwood  Press,  Inc. 
P.O.  Box  5007 
Westport,  Conn.  06881-9900 
Attn:  Eric  LeStrange 

During  Associates 

120  Montgomery  Street.  Suite  2290 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

EIP  Associates 

601  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  941  11 
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Anne  Bloomfield 

2229  Webster  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115-1820 

Nichcls-Berman 

142  Minna  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Attn:  Louise  Nichols 

Sally  Maxwell 
Maxwell  &  Associates 
1522  Grand  View  Drive 
Berkeley,  CA  94705 

NEIGHBORING  PROPERTY 
OWNERS  AND  OCCUPANTS 

Robert  C.  Callahan 

34  Aha  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Stan  Hayes 

25  Napier  Lane 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Charles  Baker 

Telegraph  Landing  Homeowners  Assn. 
150  Lombard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA94111 

Tom  Curtin 
President 

North  Point  Neighborhood  Assn. 

2925  Larkin  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Marsha  Garland 

Executive  Director 

North  Beach  Chamber  of  Commerce 

253  Columbus  Ave. 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Denise  McCarthy 

Executive  Director 

Telegraph  Hill  Neighborhood  Center 

660  Lombard  Street 

San  Francisco,  C A  94133 

Joe  Luttrell 
President 

Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 
Box  330159 

San  Francisco,  C A  94133 


J.  A.  Lew 
Vice  President 

Bret  Harte  Terrace-Francisco  St 
55  Bret  Harte  Terrace 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Gene  Morzenti 

Telegraph  Hill  Survival  Assn. 

350  Green  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 
Planning  &  Zoning  Committee 
C/0  522  Filbert  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Lillick  &  Charles,  LLP 
Two  Embarcadero  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111-3996 
Attn:  Amy  B.  Blumberg 

Mark  R.  Miller 

267  Filbert  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Lillick  &  Charles,  LLP 
Two  Embarcadero  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111-3996 
Attn:  Lee  F.  Gotshall-Maxon 

Larry  Habegger 
Friends  of  the  Garden 
10  Napier  Lane 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Wells  Whitney 

The  Alta/Filbert  Preservation  Assn. 
1308  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94133 

Nancy  Shanahan 

The  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 

P.O.  Box^330159 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Willis  J.  Taylor 

19  Alta  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Aaron  Peskin 
Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 
Planning  &  Zoning  Committee 
C/0  522  Filbert  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94133 
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Jordan  D.  Luttrell 

28  Napier  Lane 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Robert  C.  Bent 

29  Alta  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Susan  Calender 

261  Filbert  Steps 

San  Francisco,  C A  94133 

James  Attwood,  Secretary 

The  Alta/Filbert  Preservation  Assn. 

C/0  1308  Montgomery  St. 

San  Francisco,  C A  94133 

James  &  Firouzeh  Attwood 

221  Filbert  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Gary  Kray 

10  Napier  Lane 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Leo  J.  McLaughlin  III 

212  Union  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Robert  C.  Callahan 

34  Alta  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 

Stan  Hayes 

25  Napier  Lane 

San  Francisco,  C A  94133 

Robert  Ransome 

1306  Montgomery  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 
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LIST  OF  THOSE  TO  RECEIVE  MAILED  NOTICES  OF  AVAILABILITY 


GROLTS  AND  INDIVIDUALS 

AIA 

San  Francisco  Chapter 
130  Sutter  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Bob  Jacobvitz 

Richard  Mayer 

Artists  Equity  Assn. 

27  Fifth  Avenue 

San  Francisco,  CA  94118 

Library 

Baker  &  McKenzie 
Two  Embarcadero  Center 
Suite  2400 

San  Francisco,  C A  94111 
John  Bardis 

Sunset  Action  Committee 
1501  Lincoln  Way,  #503 
San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Esq. 
30  Blackstone  Court 
San  Francisco,  CA  94123 

Bay  Area  Council 

200  Pine  Street,  Suite  300 

San  Francisco.  CA  94104-2702 

Breitman  Co. 

120  Howard  Street,  Suite  440 
San  Francisco,  C A  94105 
Attn:  Frank  Young 

Michael  Dyett 
Dyett  Bhatia 
70  Zoe  Street 

San  Francisco.  CA  94103 

Peter  Bosselman 

Environmental  Simulation  Laboratory 
1 19  Wurster  Hall 
University  of  California 
Berkeley,  CA  94720 


Georgia  Brittan 

870  Market  Street.  Room  1 1 19 

San  Francisco,  CA  94102 

Brobeck,  Phleger,  Harrison 
One  Market  Plaza 
San  Francisco,  Ca  94105 
Attn:  Susan  R.  Diamond 

Cahill  Contractors.  Inc. 
425  California  Street,  Suite  2300 
San  Francisco,  C A  94104 
Attn:  Jay  Cahill 

Chicago  Title 

388  Market  Street,  13th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Carol  Lester 

Chickering  &  Gregory 

615  Battery  Street,  6th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
Attn:  Ken  Soule 

Chinatown  Resource  Center 

1525  Grant  Avenue 

San  Francisco.  CA  94133 

David  Cincotta 

1388  Sutter  Street,  Suite  900 

San  Francisco,  Ca  94102 

Coalition  For  San  Francisco  Neighborhoods 

Mrs.  Dorice  Murphy 

175  Yukon  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 14 

Coldwell  Banker 

One  Embarcadero  Center,  23rd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94120 
Attn;  Richard  Leiter 
Mark  P.  Geisreiter 

Coldwell  Banker 

Finance  Department 

One  Embarcadero  Center.  23rd  Floor 

San  Francisco.  CA  94120 

Attn:  Doug  Longyear,  Tony  Blaczek 
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Cushman  &  Wakefield  of  California,  Inc. 

Bank  of  America  Center 

555  California  Street,  Suite  2700 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Attn:  Wayne  Stiefvater;  Lawence  Farrell 

Damner  Pike  &  Co. 
345  California  Street,  Suite  2100 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Charles  McCabe 

Damon  Raike  &  Co. 
100  Pine  Street.  Suite  1800 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Frank  Fudem 

DKS  .Associates 

1956  Webster  Street.  #300 

Oakland.  CA  94612 

Downtown  Association 

582  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

HEP  .Associates 

601  Montgomery  Street.  Suite  500 
San  Francisco.  CA  94111 

Fan  &  Associates 
Architecture  &  Planning,  Inc. 
580  Market  Street.  Suite  300 
San  Francisco,  C.\  94104 
Attn:  Robert  Fan 

Farella.  Braun  &.  Mattel 
235  Montgomery  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Sandra  Lambert 

Food  &  Fuel  Retailers  For  Econ.  Equality 

770  L  Street.  Suite  960 

Sacramento,  CA  95814 

Attn:  Doug  Stevens.  State  Coord. 

Gladstone  &  \'ettel.  .Attorneys  at  Law 
177  Post  Street.  Penthouse 
San  Francisco.  CA  94108 
Attn:  Steven  L.  Vettel 

Gensler  and  .Associates 
550  Kearny  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 
.Attn:  Peter  Gordon 


Goldfarb  &  Lipman 
One  Montgomery  Street 
West  TowCT,  23rd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Paula  Crow 

Gruen,  Gruen  ic  .Assccia'.es 

564  Howard  Street 

San  Francisco.  CA  94105 

\'alerie  H^^y 
Munsell  Brov^n 
950  Baner\- 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 

The  Jefferson  Comjjany 
3652  Sacramento  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 18 

Jones  Lang  Wootton 
710  One  Embarcadero  Center 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Sher\i  Branon 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Jan  Vargo 

Legal  Assistance  to  the  Elderly 
Brent  Kato 

1453  Mission  Sree;.  f  :r.  Roor 
San  Francisco.  CA  94103 

Larry  Mansbach 

44  Montgomery  Street 

San  Francisco.  C  A  94104 

Sally  Maxwell 
Maxwell  &  Associates 
1522  Grand  View  Drive 
Berkeley.  CA  94705 

CUff  Miller 

970  Chesmut  Street.  =3 

San  Francisco,  CA  94109 

Milton  Meyer  &  Co. 
One  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111 
-Attn:  James  C.  De\'oy 
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Robert  Meyers  Associates 

120  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  2290 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Morrison  &  Foerster 
345  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Attn:  Jacob  Herber 

National  Lawyers  Guild 
558  Capp  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94110 
Attn:  Regina  Sneed 

Nichols-Berman 

142  Minna  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94105 

Attn:  Louise  Nichols 

Norris,  Beggs  &  Simpson 
601  California  Street,  Suite  1400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 
Attn:  Karen  Weber 

Pacific  Stock  Exchange 
301  Pine  Street 
San  Francisco.  CA  94104 
Attn:  Dale  Carleson 

PBM  Architects 
400  Second  Street,  Suite  400 
San  Francisco,  CA  94107 
Attn:  Marie  Zeller 

Perini  Corporation 
75  Broadway 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Christopher  Scales 

Pillsbury,  Madison  &  Sutro 
P.O.  Box  7880 
San  Francisco.  C A  94120 
Attn:  Marilyn  L.  Siems 

David  Rhoades  &  Associates 
400  Montgomery  Street,  Suite  604 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Planning  Analysis  &  Development 
50  Francisco  Street 
San  Francisco.  CA  94133 
Attn:  Gloria  Root 


Dennis  Purcell 

Coblentz,  Patch,  Duffy  and  Bass 
222  Kearny  Street,  7th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  Ca  94108 

Ramsay/Bass  Interest 
3756  Grant  Avenue,  Suite  301 
Oakland,  CA  94610 
Attn:  Peter  Bass 

James  Reuben 
Reuben  &  Alter 

655  Montgomery  Street.  16th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA.  94 1 11 

UCSF  Capital  Planning  Department 

145  Irving  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94122 

Attn:  Bob  Rhine 

Herb  Lembcke,  FAIA 
Rockefeller  &  Assoc.  Realty  L.P. 
Four  Embarcadero,  Suite  2600 
San  Francisco,  CA  94111-5994 

Rothschild  &  Associates 
244  California  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 11 
Attn:  Thomas  N.  Foster 

Royal  Lepage  Commercial  Real  Estate  Svcs. 
353  Sacramento  Street,  Suite  500 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Richard  Livermore 

San  Francisco  Beautiful 

41  Sutter  Street,  #709 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Attn:  Donna  Casey,  Exec.  Director 

San  Francisco  Chamber  of  Commerce 
465  California  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

S.F.  Building  &  Construction  Trades  Council 
2660NewhalI  Street.  #116 
San  Francisco.  CA  94124-2527 
Attn:  Stanley  Smith 

S.F.  Convention  &  Visitors  Bureau 

201  -  3rd  Street,  Suite  900 

San  Francisco.  CA  94103 

Attn:  John  Marks.  Executive  Director 
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San  Francisco  Labor  Council 
660  Howard  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
Attn:  Walter  Johnson 

San  Franciscans  for  Reasonable  Growth 

243  Bartlett  Street 

San  Francisco.  C A  94110 

Attn:  David  Jones 

John  Sanger.  Esq. 

1  Embarcadero  Center,  12th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 11 

Sierra  Club 

85  Second  Street,  2nd  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105-3441 

Sedway  Cooke  Associates 

300  Montgomen.'  Street,  Suite  200 

San  Francisco.  CA  94104 

Shartsis  Freise  &  Ginsburg 

One  Maritime  Plaza.  18th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 1 1 
Attn:  Dave  Kremer 

Skidmore.  Owings  &  Merrill 
333  Bush  Street 
San  Francisco.  CA  94104 
Attn:  John  Kriken 

Solem  &  Associates 
545  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94105 
.Attn:  Olive  Lewis 

Square  One  Film  &  Video 

725  Filbert  Street 

San  Francisco.  CA  94133 

Steefel,  Levitt  &  Weiss 
199  -  1st  Street 
San  Francisco.  CA  94105 
Attn:  Robert  S.  Tandler 

Tenants  and  Owners  Development  Corp. 

230  -  Fourth  Street 

San  Francisco.  CA  94103 

Attn:  John  Elberling 


Sustainable  San  Francisco 

P.O.  Bo.\  460236 

San  Francisco,  CA  94146 

TRI 

100  Pine  Street  Suite  2300 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 11 
Ann:  Mathew  Cappiello 

Jerry  Tone 

Montgomerv'  Capital  Corp. 

244  California  St. 

San  Francisco.  CA  94111 

Jon  Twitchell  Associates 
4419  Moraga  Ave. 
Oakland.  CA94611 

Stephen  Weicker 
899  Pine  Street,  =1610 
San  Francisco,  CA  94108 

Calvin  Welch 

Council  of  Communitv'  Housing  Organizations 

409  CIa}ton  Street 

San  Francisco.  CA  941 17 

Howard  Wexler 

235  Montgomery-.  2~th  Floor 

San  Francisco,  CA  94104 

Eunice  Willette 
1323  Gilman  Avenue 
San  Francisco.  CA.  94124 

Bethea  Wilson  &  .Associates 
Arc  In  Architecture 
202S  Scott.  Suite  204 
San  Francisco,  CA  941 15 

MEDIA 

Associated  Press 
1390  Market  Street.  Suite  318 
San  Francisco.  CA  94102 
Attn:  Bill  Shiffman 

Leland  S.  Meyerzone 

KPOO  -  FM 

P.O.  Box  6149 

San  Francisco.  CA  94101 
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1201  Evans  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94124 
Attn.:  City  Desk 

The  Sun  Reporter 

1366  Turk  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  941 15 

Tenderloin  Times 
146  Leavenworth  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94102 
Attn:  Rob  Waters 
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KEY  ISSUES  RAISED  BY  COMMENTERS 

To  enable  the  reader  to  more  easily  find  responses  to  topics  of  interest  to  them,  certain  key  topics  raised 
by  commenters  are  listed  below,  along  with  the  page  number  of  the  responses  that  address  the  topic. 
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A.  INTRODUCTION 


SECTION  A 

INTRODUCTION 


This  document  contains  public  comments  received  on  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (Draft  EIR 
or  DEIR)  prepared  for  the  proposed  22-30  Alta  Street  project,  and  responses  to  those  comments. 

Since  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR,  the  project  sponsor  has  revised  the  project  proposal  in  response  to 
concerns  regarding  the  size  of  the  building  originally  proposed.  This  revised  proposal  is  described  as  a 
new  alternative  ("Alternative  C")  in  this  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  and  will  be  thus 
presented  in  the  Final  EIR.  The  new  alternative  would  consist  of  construction  of  a  single-family  dwelling 
on  the  project  site,  rather  than  the  three-unit  condominium  structure  that  was  analyzed  in  the  DEIR. 
Effects  of  the  new  Alternative  C  would,  in  several  cases,  be  less  substantial  than  the  less-than-significant 
effects  identified  in  the  DEIR,  and  are  analyzed  in  Section  B  of  this  Summary  of  Comments  and 
Responses.  The  revised  proposal  (Alternative  C)  would  not  result  in  any  new  significant  impacts  not 
identified  in  the  Draft  EIR,  and  recirculation  of  the  EIR  is  not  required  (CEQA  Guidelines 
Section  15088). 

This  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  includes  all  comments  made  on  the  Draft  EIR  and  the 
responses  to  those  comments,  as  required  by  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15132. 

Section  B  of  this  document  contains  a  brief  analysis  of  Alternative  C,  describing  the  reduction  in  less- 
than-significant  impacts  if  this  alternative  were  approved. 

Section  C  of  this  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses  contains  a  list  of  persons  and  organizations 
who  submitted  written  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR  and  who  testified  at  the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft 
EIR  held  on  December  10,  1998. 

Sections  D  and  E  contain  the  comments  and  responses.  Comments  are  grouped  by  commenter  to  allow 
commenters  to  easily  find  the  responses  to  their  comment(s).  As  the  subject  matter  of  one  comment  may 
overlap  that  of  others,  the  reader  may  be  referred  to  another  response.  Note  also  that  there  is  an  index  of 
principal  responses  to  key  topics  in  the  Table  of  Contents,  p.  C&R.ii. 

Section  D  contains  comment  letters  received  during  the  public  review  period  from  November  7  to 
December  22,  1998,  and  the  responses  to  each  comment.  Each  substantive  comment  on  the  EIR  is 
labeled  with  a  number  in  the  margin  and  the  response  to  each  comment  is  presented  immediately  after 
the  letter  containing  that  comment. 

Section  E  contains  transcribed  comments  made  at  the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR  and  the  responses 
to  each  of  those  comments.  Each  substantive  comment  on  the  EIR  is  similarly  labeled  with  a  number  in 
the  margin,  and  the  responses  to  each  set  of  comments  follow  those  comments. 
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A.  INTRODUCTION 


Some  comments  do  not  pertain  to  physical  environmental  issues,  but  responses  are  included  to  provide 
additional  information  for  use  by  decision  makers. 

The  Final  EIR  shall  consist  of  the  Draft  EIR  circulated  from  November  7  to  December  22,  1998;  the 
Comments  and  Responses  contained  herein;  and  all  changes  to  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIR  described  in  this 
Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  including  the  description  and  analysis  of  the  revised  project 
proposal  (Alternative  C). 

No  changes  in  circumstances  have  occurred  since  the  Draft  EIR  was  prepared,  and  no  significant  new 
information  has  become  available  that  would  alter  the  conclusions  of  the  EIR  analysis.  Changes  in  the 
project  sponsor's  proposal  (presented  as  Alternative  C)  would  reduce  the  less-than-significant  impacts  of 
the  project  analyzed  in  the  Draft  EIR. 
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SECTION  B  

ANALYSIS  OF  NEW  PREFERRED  ALTERNATIVE 


Since  publication  of  the  Draft  EIR,  the  project  sponsor  has  revised  its  proposal  in  response  to  concerns 
regarding  the  size  of  the  project  analyzed  in  the  DEIR.  The  revised  proposal  is  analyzed  herein  as  a  new 
alternative,  and  would  consist  of  construction  of  a  single-family  dwelling  on  the  project  site,  rather  than 
the  three-unit  condominium  structure  that  was  analyzed  in  the  DEIR.  This  new  alternative,  Alternative  C, 
would  reduce  the  less-than-significant  impacts  associated  with  the  project  analyzed  in  the  Draft  EIR.. 
Because  Alternative  C  would  not  result  in  any  new  significant  impacts  not  identified  in  the  Draft  EIR, 
recirculation  of  the  EIR  is  not  required  (CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15088). 

The  following  text  is  added  to  the  EIR,  beginning  at  the  bottom  of  p.  VI-2,  in  Chapter  VI,  Alternatives  to 
the  Proposed  Project.  Figures  44  through  48,  referenced  in  the  newly  added  text  below,  appear  at  the  end 
of  this  Section  B.  (Please  see  also  the  responses  to  comments  in  this  document  concerning  effects  on  the 
Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  especially  Response  A-5  on  p.  C&R.39.) 


C.  ALTERNATIVE  C:  SINGLE-FAMILY  DWELLING 

DESCRIPTION 

Alternative  C  would  consist  of  one  single-family  dwelling,  rather  than  three  condominium  units  as  with 
the  proposed  project.  Under  Alternative  C,  the  building  would  be  five  stories  tall.  Two  stories  would  be 
at  or  above  the  Alta  Street  grade  and  three  would  be  below  the  Alta  Street  grade.  The  Alternative  C 
building  would  be  about  23  feet  tall  according  to  the  Planning  Code  (about  23  feet  above  the  Alta  Street 
grade),  compared  to  32  feet  for  the  proposed  project  and  16  feet  for  the  Fred  McNear,  Jr.  Apartment 
Building  that  occupied  the  site  from  1935  to  1992.  From  the  grade  at  its  rear  elevation.  Alternative  C 
would  have  a  height  of  about  64  feet,  compared  to  about  73  feet  for  the  proposed  project  and  about 
57  feet  for  the  McNear  building.  Alternative  C  would  be  about  48  feet  wide  along  the  front  (Alta  Street) 
facade,  or  about  three  feet  wider  than  the  proposed  project  and  about  four  feet  wider  than  the  McNear 
building.  The  Alternative  C  building  would  extend  for  a  depth  of  62  feet  into  the  lot,  towards  Filbert 
Street,  six  feet  less  than  the  proposed  project  and  the  same  depth  as  the  McNear  building.  Alternative  C 
would  have  a  garage  at  the  Alta  Street  level,  as  would  the  proposed  project;  the  McNear  building  had  no 
on-site  parking.  Table  2  compares  the  proposed  project.  Alternative  C,  and  the  original  McNear  building. 
(Because  Alternative  B  would  essentially  replace  the  McNear  building  -  except  with  three  residential 
units  compared  to  the  original  building's  five  units  -  Alternative  B  is  not  included  in  Table  2.) 
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TABLE  2 

COMPARISON  OF  PROJECT  ALTERNATIVES 


FredMcNear  Proposed 
Parameter  Jr.  Building         Project       Alternative  C 


Residential  units 

5 

3 

1 

Height  above  Alta  Street,  in  feet 

16 

32 

23 

(Planning  Code  Height) 

Height  at  Rear  (north)  of  Building,  in  feet^ 

57 

73 

64 

Width  along  Alta  Street,  in  feet^ 

44 

45 

48 

Depth  from  Alta  Street,  in  feet^ 

62 

68 

62 

Stories 

5 

6 

5 

Stories  at  or  above  Alta  Street 

l'/2 

3 

2 

On-Site  Parking 

None 

5  spaces 

2  spaces 

Height  of  former  McNear  building  estimated  by  review  of  plans  (front  elevation)  and  by  comparison  of  ground  elevations  at 
front  and  rear  of  building  (rear  elevation),  from  a  survey  of  the  project  site  prepared  by  Martin  M.  Ron  Associates,  January  22, 
1996,  as  revised. 

Width  of  former  McNear  building  along  Alta  Street  includes  entry  way  to  staircase  along  east  side  of  building. 
Excluding  3-foot  cantilevered  decks  in  Proposed  Project  design  only. 


In  design.  Alternative  C  would  be  very  similar  to  the  project,  in  that  it  would  feature  Modeme  influences 
such  as  balconies  and  a  cement  plaster  exterior.  The  house  proposed  for  Alternative  C  would  step  down 
the  hillside,  from  Alta  Street  to  the  north,  as  would  the  proposed  project.  (In  all  of  these  respects. 
Alternative  C  would  also  be  similar  to  the  former  McNear  building.) 

Alternative  C  would  have  approximately  5,300  square  feet  of  living  area  (excluding  garage  and  common 
space)  and  about  6,200  square  feet  of  occupied  floor  area  (osf),  compared  to  about  5,900  square  feet 
(6,900  osf)  for  the  proposed  project  and  about  2,950  square  feet  (3,300  osf)  for  the  McNear  building. 

Figures  44  through  48  depict  a  site  plan  and  elevations  of  Alternative  C;  they  are  comparable  to 
Figures  2  through  6,  pp.  II-4  through  II-8,  in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description.  Figure  50  presents  a 
comparison  of  the  profiles  of  Alternative  C,  the  proposed  project,  and  the  prior  (McNear)  building.  These 
figures  are  presented  at  the  end  of  this  Section  B,  starting  on  p.  C&R.9. 

IMPACTS 
LAND  USE 

Like  the  proposed  project  and  Altemative  B,  Alternative  C  would  result  in  residential  construction  on  the 
project  site  (as  was  the  case  with  the  McNear  building).  Unlike  Altemative  B  and  the  McNear  building, 
however,  this  altemative  would  include  on-site  parking,  in  a  two-car  garage  on  Alta  Street  (as  would  the 
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proposed  project,  which  would  have  five  parking  spaces  for  three  units).  Like  the  proposed  project. 
Alternative  C  would  be  compatible  with  existing  nearby  uses,  and  would  not  result  in  a  significant  effect 
related  to  land  use.  Unlike  the  proposed  project  and  the  other  alternatives,  Alternative  C  would  construct 
a  single-family  dwelling,  as  opposed  to  a  multi-family  residential  building.  Because  the  project  area 
includes  both  houses  and  apartments/condominiums,  construction  of  a  single-family  dwelling  would  not 
result  in  any  land  use  incompatibility. 

HISTORIC  ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 

As  with  the  proposed  project.  Alternative  C  would  not  impair  the  historical  significance  of  the  Telegraph 
Hill  Historic  District,  and  therefore  would  not  result  in  a  significant  effect  with  regard  to  historic 
architectural  resources.  Like  the  proposed  project.  Alternative  C  would  not  strictly  adhere  to  the  style 
guidelines  for  the  district  contained  in  Appendix  G  of  Planning  Code  Article  10.  However,  both  the  Case 
Report  for  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  and  the  Planning  Code  identify  the  Modem  period  as  part 
of  the  district's  period  of  significance;  include  Modem  buildings  as  contributory  elements  to  the  district; 
and  encourage  "construction  in  a  contemporary  idiom."  Thus,  although  the  Code's  specific  style 
guidelines  do  not  reinforce  Modem  elements,  Altemative  C  (like  the  proposed  project)  would  conform 
with  the  general  standards  regarding  contemporary  buildings  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  as 
described  because  of  its  Modeme  detailing  and  terraced  design. 

VISUAL  QUALITY 

As  with  the  proposed  project.  Alternative  C  would  result  in  a  visual  change  on  the  project  site.  The 
structure  under  this  altemative  would  have  five  stories  (two  at  or  above  grade)  -  one  less  in  each  instance 
than  the  proposed  project  and  comparable  to  the  former  McNear  building  (which  had  \Vz  stories  at  or 
above  grade,  but  had  no  garage).  Altemative  C  would  be  primarily  Modeme  in  style,  like  the  proposed 
project  and  the  McNear  building.  This  altemative  would  not  be  of  a  style  similar  to  that  of  most  of  the 
buildings  immediately  surrounding  the  project  site,  although  it  would  share  design  characteristics  with 
other  Modem  buildings  in  the  neighborhood.  The  Altemative  C  building  would  generally  be  visible  from 
the  same  locations  as  would  the  proposed  project.  In  general,  therefore,  visual  effects  would  be  similar 
than  those  of  the  proposed  project,  although  this  altemative  could  be  perceived  by  some  observers  as 
somewhat  less  visually  intrusive,  owing  to  its  reduced  height,  compared  to  the  proposed  project.  Visual 
effects,  therefore,  would  be  less  than  significant,  as  with  the  proposed  project. 

SHADOV/ 

Because  it  would  be  about  nine  feet  shorter  than  the  proposed  project  and  about  seven  feet  taller  than  the 
McNear  building,  Altemative  C  would  generally  cast  less  shadow  on  the  slope  below  (to  the  north), 
including  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  than  would  the  proposed  project,  and  more  shadow  than  did  the 
McNear  building.  Because  Alternative  C  would  extend  three  to  four  feet  farther  east,  along  Alta  Street, 
than  either  the  proposed  project  or  the  McNear  building.  Alternative  C  would  cast  incrementally  greater 
shadow  to  the  east  than  either  of  the  other  two  buildings.  However,  except  during  moming  periods  when 
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the  sun  is  lowest  in  the  sky  (early  in  the  morning  in  late  fall  and  early  winter),  this  effect  would  be 
limited  to  shading  on  the  very  top  of  the  cliff  that  overlooks  Sansome  Street;  in  general,  this  shadow 
would  not  affect  usable  open  space. 

A  shadow  analysis  was  performed  for  Alternative  C.  and  is  summarized  here.'  Shadow  effects  of 
Alternative  C  on  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  would  be  different  than  those  of  the  proposed  project  and 
the  McNear  building  only  in  the  morning  hours.  In  the  afternoon,  the  sun  angle  is  such  that  shadow  from 
a  building  on  the  project  site  falls  only  on  the  site  itself  and  is  relatively  short,  as  in  the  early  afternoon, 
or  falls  on  the  cliff  to  the  east,  as  in  the  later  afternoon;  see  Figures  23,  27,  31,  and  35,  pp.  III.D-7, 
in.D-11,  in.D-15,  and  III.D-19.  Figures  50  through  54  compare  shadow  effects  of  Alternative  C  with 
those  of  the  proposed  project  and  of  the  former  McNear  building  for  the  hours  of  9:00  a.m.,  10:00  a.m., 
and  12:00  noon  on  March  21,  and  the  hours  of  9:00  a.m.  and  10:00  a.m.  on  December  21.  Note  that 
September  shadows  are  similar  to  those  in  March,  except  that  the  time  in  September  is  one  hour  later 
because  of  daylight  savings  time.  These  figures  are  presented  at  the  end  of  this  Section  B.  starting  on 
p.  C&R.15. 

In  March  at  both  9:00  a.m.  and  10:00  a.m.,  shadow  from  Altemati\"e  C  would  be  less  than  with  the 
proposed  project  and  more  than  with  the  McNear  building.  At  noon  in  March,  this  same  comparison 
would  apply  as  to  the  total  shadow  co\'erage,  although  because  the  sun  would  be  due  south  of  the  site, 
relative  to  the  street  grid,  Altemati\'e  C  would  cast  additional  shadow,  compared  to  the  Proposed  project, 
atop  the  cliff,  at  the  eastern  portion  of  the  site.  Howe\  er.  this  new  shadow  would  not  be  within  the 
Eastern  Section  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden. 

In  December  at  9:00  a.m.  and  10:00  a.m..  when  the  sun  is  relati\  eh'  low  in  the  sk\'.  Alternative  C  would 
cast  more  shadow  than  did  the  McNear  building,  and  less  than  would  the  proposed  project.  At 
12:00  noon  in  December,  Alternative  C  would  cast  a  small  amount  of  additional  shadow,  compared  to 
the  proposed  project,  but  this  shadow  would  be  north  of  the  Eastern  Section  of  the  Grace  Marchant 
Garden,  and  for  the  most  part  would  be  outside  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  (the  small  unshaded  area 
at  the  northeastemmost  portion  of  Figure  34).  (This  new  shadow  would  be  similar  to.  but  less  extensive 
than,  new  shadow  at  12:00  noon  in  March.) 

In  summary.  Alternative  C  would  cast  less  shadow  than  would  the  proposed  project,  but  more  shadow 
than  the  McNear  building.  Alternative  C  would  cast  lass  shadow  year-round  that  would  the  proposed 
project,  in  terms  of  "shadow-foot-hours"  (square  feet  shaded  times  hours  of  shadow  coverage). 
Therefore,  as  with  the  proposed  project,  shadow  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 


Environmental  Science  Associates,  memorandum  to  Michael  Kometani  and  Rick  Cooper.  San  Francisco  Plannmg 
Department.  April  29,  2000.  This  memorandum  is  available  for  review  at  the  Planning  Department,  1660  Mission  Street,  in 
Case  File  No.  97.433E. 
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GEOLOGY  AND  SEISMICITY 

As  with  Alternative  B,  geological  impacts  under  Alternative  C  would  be  similar  to  those  identified  for 
the  proposed  project,  and  would  be  less  than  significant.  Alternative  C  would  construct  a  wider  structure 
(east-to-west)  than  with  the  proposed  project,  but  the  foundation  would  have  the  same  width,  and 
Alternative  C  would  have  less  depth  (north-to-south).  Therefore,  the  potential  for  rockfalls  during 
construction  and  the  reduction  in  subsequent  seismic  hazards  on  the  site  would  be  similar  for  both 
structures.  As  with  Alternative  B,  construction  under  Alternative  C  would  comply  with  more  stringent 
Building  Code  requirements,  relative  to  those  that  were  applicable  to  the  former  McNear  building,  and 
thus  the  new  building  would  be  a  relatively  safer  structure  than  the  previous  apartment  structure.  With 
current  Building  Code  requirements  (as  modified  for  San  Francisco)  coupled  with  advancements  in  rock 
slope  protection  and  pier-foundation  design  and  construction,  the  building  constructed  under  this 
alternative  would  be  less  prone  to  hazards  related  to  seismic  shaking,  slope  erosion  and  rockfalls, 
compared  to  the  McNear  building. 

BIOLOGY 

As  with  the  proposed  project.  Alternative  C  would  result  in  less-than-significant,  temporary  construction- 
period  impacts  on  biological  resources;  effects  would  be  incrementally  less  substantial  than  those  of  the 
proposed  project  because  this  alternative  would  extend  six  feet  less  deep  into  the  project  site  (the  same 
depth  as  the  former  McNear  building).  No  special  status  plant  or  animal  species  or  their  habitat  would  be 
adversely  affected  either  by  construction,  or  by  shading  once  this  alternative  were  constructed,  and 
effects  on  biological  resources  would  therefore  be  less  than  significant.  Again,  long-term  effects  would 
be  incrementally  less  substantial  than  with  the  proposed  project,  because  Alternative  C  would  cast  less 
shadow  than  would  the  proposed  project. 

GROWTH  INDUCEMENT 

As  with  the  proposed  project,  Alternative  C  would  replace  a  prior,  demolished  building  on  the  project 
site.  A  single  residential  unit  developed  on  a  previously  built  upon  site,  in  a  fully  developed  area,  would 
have  little  or  no  potential  to  induce  further  development. 


In  addition  to  the  above,  the  following  text  concerning  new  Alternative  C  is  added  to  the  EIR  summary, 
beginning  at  the  bottom  of  p.  1-7: 

ALTERNATIVE  C:  SINGLE-FAMILY  DWELLING 

Alternative  C  would  consist  of  a  five-story  single-family  dwelling,  rather  than  three  condominium  units. 
Alternative  C  would  be  about  23  feet  tall  according  to  the  Planning  Code,  compared  to  32  feet  for  the 
proposed  project,  and  would  have  a  rear  height  of  about  64  feet,  compared  to  about  73  feet  for  the 
proposed  project.  It  would  be  about  three  feet  wider  than  the  proposed  project  on  Alta  Street,  and  would 
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extend  six  feet  less  far  north  than  the  proposed  project.  This  alternative  would  have  two  on-site  parking 
spaces  in  a  garage  on  Alta  Street. 

Effects  of  this  alternative  would  be  similar  to,  or  incrementally  less  substantial  than,  those  of  the 
proposed  project.  Because  of  the  reduced  height,  shadow  effects  would  be  somewhat  less  than  those  of 
the  project,  but  somewhat  more  than  those  of  the  former  McNear  building  that  previously  existed  on  the 
site.  As  with  the  proposed  project  and  Alternative  B,  shadow  impacts  would  be  less  than  significant. 
Effects  related  to  land  use,  historic  architectural  resources,  visual  quality,  geology  and  seismicity,  and 
biological  resources  would  be  similar  to  those  of  the  proposed  project  and,  like  those  of  the  project, 
would  be  less  than  significant. 
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Figure  46 

Alternative  C:  West  Elevation 
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22  -  30  AIra  Street 


SOURCE:  McEachron  Archiiecis  Inc.  xo 

Figure  48 

Alternative  C:  East  Elevation 
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SOURCE:  McEachron  Architects  Inc.  _,. 

Figure  49 

Comparison  of  Alternative  C  to 
Proposed  Project  and  McNear  Building 

C&R.14 


Western  Section 
of  Grace 

Merchant  Garden 


Proposed  Project 


Alternative  C 


Note:  Alternative  C  building 
shown  overlaid  upon  proposed  project, 
w/hich  v/ould  extend  farther  north. 


Extent  of  Shadow  from  Alternative  C 

Net  New  Shodow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compered  lo  Prior  Building) 


B  Shadow  cost  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1  992) 


Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Net  new  shadow  with  Alternative  C,  compared 
to  existing  conditions,  is  the  area  of  A+B  that  is 
South  of  the  heavy  line. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 
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Figure  50 

Comparison  of  Shadow  Impacts 
March  21  -  9  am 
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Note:  Alternative  C  building 
shown  overlaid  upon  proposed  project, 
which  would  extend  farther  north. 


Extent  of  Shadow  from  Alternative  C 

Net  New  Shadow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 


B      ^^\\\^^^     Shadow  cost  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1  992) 


Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Net  new  shadow  with  Alternative  C,  compared 
to  existing  conditions,  is  the  area  of  A+B  that  is 
South  of  the  heavy  line. 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 
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Figure  51 

Comparison  of  Shadow  Impacts 
March  21  -  10  am 
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Note:  Alternotive  C  building 
shown  overlaid  upon  proposed  project, 
which  would  extend  farther  north. 


Extent  of  Shadow  from  Alternative  C 

Net  New  Shadow  cast  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 


B       \\^\\^\|\\»^     Shodow  cost  by  Prior  Building  (pre- 1  992) 


Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Net  new  shadow  with  Alternative  C,  compared 
to  existing  conditions,  is  the  area  of  A+B  that  is 
South  of  the  heavy  line 

Existing  Shadows 

(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 
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 22-30  AIra  Street  ■ 

Figure  52 

Comparison  of  Shadow  Impacts 
March  21-12  noon 
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Note:  Alternative  C  building 
shown  overlaid  upon  proposed  project, 
which  would  extend  farther  north. 


Extent  of  Shadow  from  Alternative  C 

Net  New  Shadow  cost  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Buildmg) 


B      \^S^\\N^     Shadow  cast  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1  992) 


Net  new  shadow  compared  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Net  new  shadow  with  Alternative  C,  compared 
to  existing  conditions,  is  the  area  of  A+B  that  is 
South  of  the  heavy  line. 
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(Shadow  on  Proposed  Building  includes 
New  Project  Shadow) 
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SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates 
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Comparison  of  Shadow  Impacts 
December  21  -  9  am 
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B  Shadow  cost  by  Prior  Building  (pre-1 992) 


Proposed  Project 


Alternative  C 


Note:  Alternative  C  building 
shown  overlaid  upon  proposed  project, 
which  would  extend  farther  nortti. 


Extent  of  Shodow  from  Alternative  C 

Net  New  Shadow  cost  by  Proposed  Building 
(compared  to  Prior  Building) 


Net  new  shodow  compored  to  existing  conditions 
(with  no  building  on  site)  is  the  sum  of  A  &  B. 

Net  new  shodow  with  Alternative  C,  compared 
to  existing  conditions,  is  the  oreo  of  A+B  that  is 
South  of  the  heovy  line. 
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Figure  54 

Comparison  of  Shadow  Impacts 
December  21-10  am 
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SECTION  C  

LIST  OF  PERSONS  COMMENTING 
WRITTEN  COMMENTS 

Trent  Orr,  Attorney  representing  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  Friends  of  the  Garden,  and  Alta/Filbert 
Preservation  Association 

Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  Alta/Filbert  Preservation  Association,  and  Friends  of  the  Garden,  joint  letter 
and  attachments,  December  10,  1998 

Daniel  F.  Reidy,  President,  San  Francisco  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board,  letter, 
December  8,  1998 

The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage,  letter,  December  10,  1998 

Stan  R.  Hayes,  letter,  December  10,  1998 

Joseph  Mecri  and  Monica  Mejia,  letter,  December  7,  1998 

Joan  Kless  Levin,  letter,  December  9,  1998  . 

PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS,  DECEMBER  10, 1998 

Karen  Kevorkian  (reading  a  statement  by  Jane  Winslow) 
Gerry  Crowley,  President  of  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers 
Larry  Habegger,  President  of  Friends  of  the  Garden 

Trent  Orr,  Attorney  representing  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  Friends  of  the  Garden,  and  Alta/Filbert 
Preservation  Association 

Leo  McLaughlin 

Staci  Shember 

Stan  R.  Hayes 

James  Attwood 

Alan  Kropp,  geotechnical  engineer 
Lance  Carnes 
Joe  Luttrell 

Arthur  Chang  (reading  a  statement  by  Howard  Wong) 
Arthur  Chang 
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SECTION  D  

WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


This  chapter  includes  copies  of  the  comment  letters  received  during  the  public  review  period  on  the  Draft 
EIR  and  responses  to  those  comments.  Each  substantive  comment  on  the  Draft  EIR  is  labeled  with  a 
number  in  the  margin  and  the  response  to  each  comment  is  similarly  numbered  and  presented  after  the 
letter  containing  that  comment.  Where  responses  include  changes  to  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIR,  these 
changes  will  also  appear  in  the  Final  EIR. 
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Trent  W.  Orr 

Attorney  at  Law 
96  Manchester  Street 
San  Francisco.  CA  94110 

t«l.;  415-206-0898 
Itx:  415-643-6661 
•-mail:  trintworrOaol-com 

Decembers,  1998 


Hillary  E  Gitelman,  Environmenta]  Review  Officer 

San  Francisco  Hanning  Department 

1660  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  941CB 

Re:     Comments  of  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  Alta/Filbert  Preservation 
Association,  and  Friends  of  the  Garden  on  the  22  -  30  Alta  Street 
Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 

Dear  Ms.  Gitelman: 

I  submit  these  comments  regarding  the  22  -  30  Alta  Street  Draft  Environmental  Impact 
Report  ("DEIR")  on  behalf  of  my  clients:  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  the  leading  neighborhood 
organization  on  Telegraph  Hill,  representing  some  600  households  on  the  Hill  and  in  North  Beach; 
the  Alta/Filbert  Preservation  Association,  a  neighborhood  organization  representing  some  50 
concerned  residents  in  the  immediate  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project;  and  Friends  of  the  Garden,  a 
.citizens'  organization  dedicated  to  the  protection  and  enhancement  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden 
and  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  ("THHD").  Because  the  proposed  22  -  30  Alta  Street 
Project  ("the  Project")  would  be  built  on  a  lot  that  is  part    the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  the 
Project  would  be  directly  adjacent  to  and  above  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  my  clients  are  vitally 
interested  in  the  potential  adverse  impacts  that  the  Project  could  have  on  the  Garden  and  the 
surrounding  historic  structures,  walkways,  and  cliffs  within  the  THHD,  as  well  as  on  the  character 
of  the  THHD  as  a  whole.  The  Project  proposed  is  a  huge  structure  that  would  be  three  times  the 
volume  of,  and  50%  taller  than,  the  contributor^'  building  that  used  to  occupy  the  Project  site,  and 
much  larger  than  any  nearby  contributory  buildings  within  the  THHD.  It  would  loom  as  a  huge 
bulk  above  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  casting  significantly  more  shadow  on  the  Garden  over  the 
course  of  the  year  than  either  the  current  unoccupied  lot  or  the  former  McNear  building  and 
drastically  altering  the  existing  visual  character  of  the  Garden  and  the  surrotmding  THHD. 

My  clients  (and  many  others  concerned  to  p-eserve  the  integrity  of  the  Garden  and  the 
THHD)  have  submitted,  or  will  be  submitting  by  the  comment  deadline  for  the  DEIR,  detailed 
comments  presenting  their  concerns  about  the  deficiencies  of  the  DEIR  as  an  adequate  analysis  of 
the  full  range  of  adverse  environmental  impacts  that  the  Project  presents  for  the  Garden  and'  the 
THHD.  I  have  reviewed  my  clients'  comments,  which  identify  problems  and  questions 
concerning  the  DEIR's  analysis,  section  by  section  and  page  by  page.  I  commend  these  comments 
to  your  careful  attention  and  will  not  readdrcss  here  all  of  the  issues  my  clients  raise  at  the  level  of 
detail  those  comments  employ.  Rather,  this  letter  will  address  more  broadly  a  series  of  legal  flaws 
in  the  DEIR  in  light  of  the  requirements  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  ("CEQA"). 
Pub.Res.C.  §  210O0  et  seg.,  and  the  Stale's  regu]ator>'  Guidelines  for  the  implementation  of 
CEQA,  found  in  Title  14  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations  at  §  15000  et  seq.  Further,  I  will 
offer  comments  on  the  extent  to  which  the  DEIR  and  the  Project  itself  improperiy  ignore  provisions 
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of  the  San  Francisco  Genera]  Plan  and  the  Planning  Code,  including  those  specifically  enacted  to 
protect  the  THHD. 

As  is  detailed  below,  the  DEIR  fails  to  discuss  the  full  range  of  sigjiificant  impacts  that  the 
Project  poses  to  historic  resources,  visual  resources,  open  space,  and  geologjcal  and  seismic 
hazards;  to  propose  adequate  measures  to  mitigate  those  impacts;  to  describe  the  Project  and  its 
setting  accurately;  and  to  examine  a  reasonable  range  of  environmentally  superior  alternatives  to  the 
Project  These  deficiencies  must  be  addressed  in  the  EIR  before  any  final  Reject  can  be  lawfully 
approved.  Moreover,  the  Project  itself  must  be  substantially  revised  to  comply  with  both  the  letter 
and  the  spirit  of  the  ordinance  creating  the  THHD  and,  even  more  to  the  point,  to  provide  the 
fullest  possible  protection  for  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  the  THHD,  which  lies  at  the  heart  of 
the  City's  reasons  for  enacting  that  ordinance. 

I.  The  DEIR  fails  in  a  number  of  crucial  respects  to  address  adequately  the 
full  range  of  environmental  impacts  that  the  Project  would  have. 

Critical  to  any  EIR  is  its  analysis  of  the  potentially  significant  impacts  that  the  project  under 
re\iew  could  have  on  the  envirorunent.  Indeed,  when  such  impacts  have  been  identified,  a  public 
agency  cannot  approve  the  project  as  proposed  "if  there  are  feasible  alternatives  or  feasible 
mitigation  measures  available  which  would  substantially  lessen  the  significant  en virorrniental 
effects  of  such  projectQ,"  unless  certain  overriding  social,  economic,  or  other  conditions  are 
expressly  found  to  support  such  approval  despite  the  project's  significant  effects.  Pub.Res.C.  § 
21002.  the  procedures  required  by  CEQA  are  specifically  "intended  to  assist  public  agencies  in 
sysicmatically  identifying"  a  project's  significant  effects  and  mitigation  measures  to  avoid  those 
effects  or  reduce  them  lo  levels  of  insignificance.  Id.  This  identification  and  mitigation  of  a 
proposed  project's  impacts  is  thus  one  of  the  central  purposes  of  CEQA. 

Unfonunately.  the  22  -  30  Alia  Street  DEIR  fails  to  acknowledge  the  true  extent  of,  and 
thus  to  analyze  propjerly,  a  variety  of  significant  adverse  imp>acts  that  the  Project  would  have  on  the 
historical  integrity  of  the  THHD  and  its  components,  on  shading  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  on 
visual  and  aesthetic  resources  of  the  neighborhood,  and  on  geological  and  seismic  safety  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  Project  site.  Moreover,  the  DEIR  also  fails  to  acknowledge  and  discuss  the  many 
inconsistencies  of  the  Project  with  the  City's  established  plans  and  goals  that  call  for  the  protection 
of  the  THHD  and  its  resources,  including  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden.  In  failing  lo  conduct  an 
adequate  impact  analysis,  the  DEIR  also  fails  to  propose  feasible  mitigation  measures  or  project 
alternatives  that  would  reduce  these  impacts  to  levels  of  insignificance.  Until  the  following  impacts 
are  properly  identified  and  analyzed,  and  feasible  mitigations  provided,  the  EIR  cannot  be  certified 
as  complying  with  CEQA  and  providing  a  proper  legal  basis  thereunder  for  Project  approval. 

A.   Inconsistency  with  Environmental  Plans  and  Goals: 

The  DEIR  falls  to  analyze  the  Inconsistency  of  the  Project  with  applicable 
plans  and  goals:    "A  project  will  normally  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  if  it  will: 
Confiict  with  adopted  environmental  plans  and  goals  of  the  community  where  it  is  located." 
Guidelines.  Appendix  G(a).  "The  EIR  shall  discuss  any  inconsistencUs  between  the  proposed 
project  and  applicable  general  plans  and  regional  plans."  Guidelines  §  15125(b)  (emphasis  added). 
At  the  outset,  we  note  that  the  DEIR  violates  the  plain  language  of  the  latter  requirement  The 
DEIR  maintains  that  it  is  the  job  of  the  Planning  Commission,  "independently  of  the  environmental 
review  process."  to  consider  potential  conflicts  with  the  General  Plan.  11-11.  It  goes  on  to  note 
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what  it  terras  "[s]ome  of  the  key  objectives  and  policies"  of  the  San  Francisco  GeneraJ  Plan  (11-11- 
12)  but  does  not  discuss  the  inconsistencies  of  the  Project  with  these  or  any  other  provisions  of  the 
General  Plan.  This  is  a  jsaient  violation  of  the  requirements  of  CEQA  for  an  adequate  EIR  and 
must  be  remedied  in  order  for  the  EIR  to  be  an  adequate  basis  for  agency  action. 

By  the  same  token,  the  DEIR  describes  eight  Priority  Policies  established  for  planning  A  "  \ 

decisions  Citywide  by  Proposition  M  but  fails  to  perform  the  requisite  CEQA  analysis  of  the  COWT- 
consistency  of  the  Project  with  these  environmental  policies.  IM 1.  The  potential  conflict  of  the 
Project  witili  several  of  these  —  protection  of  neighborhood  character,  landmark  and  historic 
building  preservation,  protection  of  open  space,  and  earthquake  pref>aredness  —  is  obvious  and 
should  be  discussed  in  the  EIR.  Similarly,  the  EIR  should  also  discuss  the  consistency  of  the 
Project  with  §  101.1(b)  of  the  Planning  Ccide.  which  calls  for  the  protection  of  the  City's  open 
spaces  from  shading. 

The  EIR  is  even  more  glaring  in  its  failure  to  discuss  systematically  the  Project's  fjoienuaJ 
to  conflict  with  the  most  obviously  relevant  "adopted  environmental  plan"  for  "the  community 
where  it  is  located,"  Appendix  G  to  Article  10  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  which 
specifically  governs  planning  decisions  for  the  THHD.  Article  10,  App>endix  G  (not  to  be 
confused  with  CEQA  Guidelines  Appendix  G,  cited  above  and  elsewhere  in  this  letter)  requires 
"presen'ation  on  an  area  basis  rather  than  on  the  basis  of  individual  structures  alone"  within  the 
THHD.  Art.  10,  App.  G  §  1.  It  makes  specific  reference  to  the  District's  cliffs  as  "a  highly 
significant  aesthetically  important  component  defining  the  setting  of  the  District"  and  to  the  Grace 
Marchant  Garden,  as  well  as  the  unimproved  rights-of-way  generally,  as  "valuable  open  spaces." 
Art.  10,  App.  G  §  5.  In  its  provisions  for  Certificates  of  Appropriateness  particular  to  the  THHD,        A  '2- 
Appendix  G  underscores  that  "historic  open  space"  is  an  integral  part  of  the  District's  character  and 
provides  a  good  deal  of  guidance  about  what  sort  of  new  construction  is  compatible  with  the 
District.  Art.  10,  App.  G  §  7.  Unfortunately,  the  DEIR  nowhere  weighs  the  Project  against  these 
requirements  one  by  one,  yet  it  nevertheless  seems  to  arrive  at  an  unfounded  conclusion  that  the 
Project  is  not  in  any  fundamental  way  inconsistent  with  the  provisions  of  Appendix  G.  111.6-16- 
17.  We  will  return  to  this  topic  in  the  following  discussion  of  the  impacts  of  the  Project  on  the 
THHD,  but  conclude  the  present  discussion  with  the  observation  that  the  DEIR  is  sorely  def ^cient 
in  failing  to  analj'ze  all  of  the  inconsistencies  of  the  Project  with  Article  10,  Appendix  G.  as  is 
clearly  mandated  by  CEQA  Guidelines  §  15125(b)  and  Guidelines  Appendix  G(a). 

B.   Impacts  on  Historic  Resources: 

The  DEIR's  treatment  of  the  Project's  impacts  on  the  THHD  is  woefully 
inadequate:  "A  project  will  normally  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  ifit  will: 
Disrupter  adversely  25"fecL..a  property  of  historic  or  cultural  significance  to  a  communit}..." 
Guidelines,  Appendix  G(j).  CEQA  expressly  requires  that  an  EIR  examine  the  potentially 
significant  impacts  of  a  project  on  historic  resources.  Pub.Res.C.  §§  5020.  l(k),  21084.1; 
Guidelines  §  15382;  see  League  for  Protection  of  Oakland's  Architectural  and  Historic  Resources 
V.  City  of  Oakland,  52  Cal.App.4th  896  (1997).  A  substantial  adverse  change  in  a  historic  A"3 
resource  is  defined  in  the  Public  Resources  Code  to  include  an  "alteration"  that  would  impair  the 
significance  of  the  resource.  Pub.Res.C.  §  5020.1  (q).  The  historic  rcsounces  at  issue  here  are. 
of  course,  the  entire  THHD,  as  well  as  each  of  its  significant  components.  As  we  have  seen, 
Article  10,  Appendix  G  contemplates  the  protection  of  the  THHD  as  an  integrated  histonc  disinct, 
not  just  the  preservation  of  its  individual  historic  structures.  In  arriving  a:  its  wholly 
unsubstanuated  conclusion  that  the  Project  would  have  no  significant  impacts  on  the  THHD  as  a 
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whole,  or  on  the  subpart  of  the  District  where  it  is  located,  or  on  the  contributory  buildings  and 
District  open  space  in  the  immediate  vicinity,  the  DEIR  falls  far  short  of  the  analysis  of  impacts  to 
historic  resources  required  by  CEQA.  Moreover,  to  the  limited  extent  that  it  adci^esses  the 
Project's  impacts  on  iheTHHD's  historic  resources,  the  DEIR  confines  its  discussion  to  impacts 
on  historic  architecture  in  the  District  and  nowhere  more  broadly  addresses  impacts  on  the  historic 
gardens,  cliffs,  and  other  open  spaces  that  Article  10,  Appendix  G  identifies  as  integral  parts  of  the 
THHD's  historic  resources. 

"rnhe  EIR  must  contain  facts  and  analysis,  not  just  the  agency's  bare  ccmclusions  or 
opinions."  Citizens  of  Golem  Valley  v.  Board  of  Supervisors,  52  Cal3d  553,  568  (1990) 
(quoting  Concerned  Citizens  of  Costa  Mesa,  Inc.  v.  32nd  Disi.  Agricultural  Assn.,  42  Cal.Sd  929, 
935  ( IS^  and  Laurel  Heights  Improvement  Assn.  v.  Regents  of  University  of  California,  47 
Cal3d  376, 404-05  (19S8).  Specifically  addressing  the  requirement  that  an  agency  must  respond 
to  public  concerns  expressed  during  the  EIR  comment  p>eriod,  the  CEQA  Guidelines  provide: 
"There  must  be  good  faith,  reasoned  analysis  in  response.  Conclusory  statements  unsupported  by 
factual  information  will  nci  suffice."  14C.C.R.  §  15088(b)  (emphasis  added).  Unforttmately,  in 
the  DEIR's  discussion  of  the  Project's  impiacts  on  the  THHD  and  its  components,  facts  and 
analysis  are  in  short  supply,  with  "bare  conclusions  and  opinions"  the  order  of  the  day. 

1.   The  DEIR's  conclusion  that  "the  relative  size  of  the  proposed  project 
represents  a  nominal  change  to  the  district's  setting"  Is  not  based  on  any  objective 
data  or  other  substantial  evidence  and  improperly  uses  non-contributory  buildings 
to  assess  impacts  on  historic  resources.    The  Project  is  compared  with  neighboring 
buildings  through  the  use  of  extremely  vague  and  subjective  terms  such  as  "more  massive"  (III.B- 
14).  "different  ...in  terms  of  style  or  mass"  (IIl.B-16).  and  "substantially  smaller"  (id.).  To  pass 
muster  under  CEQA,  the  EIR  must  be  revised  to  provide  detailed,  quantified  data  on  the  sizes  of 
nearby  buildings,  both  contributory  and  non-contribuiory.  Otherwise,  the  DEIR's  conclusions 
about  impacts  on  historic  resources,  such  as  that  "the  relative  size  of  the  proposed  project 
represents  a  nominal  change  to  the  district's  setting,"  are  exactly  the  son  of  "conclusory  statements 
unsupported  by  factual  information"  that  do  not  suffice  as  legally  adequate  CEQA  analysis.  III. fi- 
le (emphasis  added). 

Putting  aside  the  DEIR's  unsupported  conclusions,  a  careful  reading  of  the  facts  reveals 
that  the  Project  would  be  over  two  times  as  large  as  the  McNear  building  in  fioor  area  (perhaps  as 
much  as  two  and  a  half  times  bigger,  depending  on  the  Project's  true  area    see  section  III-A  of 
this  letter,  below)  and  three  times  the  volume.  Despite  this,  the  DEIR  attempts  to  downplay  its 
huge  size  by  assessing  its  impact  on  the  THHD  by  reference  to  the  non-contributor>'  buildings  west 
of  the  Project  site.  These  buildings,  by  their  very  identification  as  non-contributory,  do  not  help 
define  the  historic  character  which  the  THHD  was  created  to  protect  Thus,  comparison  of  the 
Project  to  them  as  a  means  of  assessing  its  impacts  on  the  character  of  the  THHD  is  completely 
inappropriate.  Moreover,  a  quantitati  ve  comparison  of  the  area  and  volume  of  the  Project  to  those 
of  the  neighboring  non-contributory  buildings    information  missing  from  the  EIR  -  would  show 
the  Project  to  be  much  larger  than  any  of  the  nearby  structures.  This  is  intuitively  obvious  from  the 
fact  that  the  Project  would  be  approximately  the  same  height  as  the  building  to  its' immediate  west, 
rather  than  stepping  down  markedly  from  that  building  with  the  hill's  natural  slope,  as  was  the  case 
with  the  McNeax  building.  Compare,  for  example.  Fig.  12  (III. B- 12)  with  Fig.  13  (III.B-15). 


A -3 
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To  reiterate,  in  keeping  with  the  clearintent  of  Article  10,  Appendix  G,  the  Project  must  be 
assessed  by  reference  to  its  impacts  on  the  historical  resources  which  the  THHD  was  established  to 
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protect,  not  its  impacts  on  the  non-contributory  structures.  The  size  and  design  of  future  non- 
contributory  buildings  was  precisely  what  the  THHD  was  created  to  regulate,  in  order  to  protect 
the  setting  of  the  District's  surviving  historical  resources.  To  assess  the  impact  of  the  Project 
purportedly  by  reference  to  existing  non-conforming  buildings  is  to  make  nonsense  of  the 
motivation  for  creating  the  THHD  in  the  first  place.  In  essence,  the  DHR  concludes  that  the 
Project  would  not  be  substantially  out  of  character  with  the  THHD  because  (it  asserts  without  any 
quantitative  data)  it  is  not  that  much  bigger  than  the  nearby  ncm-contributory  buildings.  This 
"analysis"  sets  a  dreadful  precedent  for  the  future  of  every  lot  in  the  THHD  where  fire,  landslide, 
earthquake,  or  other  misfortune  may  destroy  an  existing  building.  If  the  only  question  asked  about 
rebuilding  on  any  such  lot  is  whether  the  proposed  new  construction  is  not  too  much  bigger  than 
the  biggest  non-contributory  buildings  in  the  vicinity,  then  each  such  lot  will  likely  be  overbuilt, 
and  the  character  of  the  THHD  will  be  slowly  lost,  while  each  individual  EIR  pronounces  each 
oversized  building  to  have  no  significant  impact  on  the  historical  resources  of  the  District. 

2.  The  DEIR's  conclusion  that  the  Project  "would  not  irreparably  or 
substantially  alter  the  historic  setting  as  a  character>defining  feature  of  the  district 
or  the  nearby  buildings"  is  not  based  on  any  objective  analysis  of  the  effects  of 
the  huge  Project  on  the  historicity  of  nearby  contributory  buildings  and  the  THHD 
generally.   The  DEIR  maintains  that  building  a  very  large  building  on  a  lot  formerly  the  site  of  a 
contributory  building  less  than  half  its  size  is  "insufficient"  to  affect  either  the  character  of  the 
THHD  as  a  whole,  the  pan  of  it  immediately  surrounding  the  Project  site,  including  the  Grace 
Marchant  Garden,  or  the  adjacent  contributory  building  it  would  tower  over.  III.B-16-17.  If  that 
were  so,  it  is  extremely  difficult  to  understand  what  sort  of  development  the  DEIR's  analysis 
would  find  significantly  out  of  character  with  the  District  or  significantly  affecting  nearby 
contributor}'  buildings,  gardens,  cliffs,  and  walkways.  Carried  to  its  logical  extreme,  the  DEIR's 
facile  "analysis"  leads  to  visions  of  Anchorage,  Alaska,  where  tum-of-the-ccntury  log  cabins  sit  in 
the  shadow  of  glass-and-steel  highnses  on  adjoining  lots,  presumably  unaffected  in  their  histoncity 
by  their  newer  neighbors.  At  the  risk  of  belaboring  the  obvious,  in  assessing  a  project's  impacts 
on  a  designated  historic  district,  the  relevant  question  is  the  project's  compatibility  with  the  historic 
features  that  characterize  the  district,  yet  the  DEIR  fails  to  address  this  question,  offering  no 
quantitative  or  qualitative  comparison  of  the  Project  to  the  adjacent  contributory  structure  (22 1 
Filbert)  and  any  other  nearby  contributory  buildings.  As  far  as  the  DEIR's  crabbed  analysis  of 
impacts  on  the  THHD  goes,  if  the  Project  does  not  literally  destroy  the  contributory  building  it 
would  tower  above,  it  could  not  possibly  have  an  impact  on  the  historicity  of  that  building. 

It  is  astonishing  that  the  DEIR,  in  denying  that  the  Project  would  have  any  significant 
impacts  on  the  THHD  and  its  components,  entirely  omits  the  express  opinion  of  members  of  the 
City's  expert  board  on  historic  resource  protection  regarding  the  compatibility  of  this  ver>'  Project 
with  the  THHD.  The  Architectural  Review  Committee  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisor)' 
Board  ("LPAB")  over  a  year  ago  recommended  denial  of  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  to  the 
Project  {i.e.,  found  that  Uie  Project  was  not  appropriate  to  the  character  of  the  THHD).  and  further 
recommended  a  reduction  in  mass  and  area  compatible  with  neighboring  buildings  to  meet  the 
intent  of  Article  10,  Appendix  G.  Hnal  ?vlinuies  of  the  Landm^ks  Preservation  Advisor>'  Board 
( 1 1/5/98).  The  mere  fact  of  the  Architectural  Review  Committee's  meeting  to  consider  the  Project 
is  mentioned  in  the  DEIR  (1-2),  but  the  Committee's  unanimous  conclusions  are  nowhere  revealed. 


The  omission  of  this  critical  information  from  the  City's  own  experts  on  historic 
preservation  from  a  DEIR  prepared  by  the  City  that  purports  to  examine  the  Project's  impacts  on 
historic  resources  is  outrageous,  esjxcially  given  that  that  this  information  directly  contradicts  the 
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DEIR's  unsupported  conclusions  on  this  matter.  "A  prejudicial  abuse  of  discretion  occurs  if  the 
failure  to  include  relevant  information  [in  an  EIR]  precludes  informed  decisionmaking  and 
informed  public  participation,  thereby  thwarting  the  statutory  goals  of  the  EIR  process."  Kings 
County  Farm  Bureau  v.  City  o/Hanford,  221  CaJ.App.3d  692.  712  (1990).  Unless  the  final  EIR 
reviews  and  discusses  the  views  of  LPAB's  Architectural  Review  Board  on  the  compatibility  of  the 
Project  with  the  THHD  and  its  components,  the  City  will  plainly  have  violated  CEQA  by  its  failure 
to  include  and  address  this  obviously  relevant  information. 

3.  The  DEIR  seeks  to  defer  to  future  City  processes  the  analysis  of 
impacts  to  historic  resources  that  CEQA  requires.   CEQA  does  not  permit  reliance  on 
future  studies  and  analyses  as  a  basis  for  concluding  in  an  EIR  that  a  project  will  not  have 
significant  enviromnental  impacts.  Sundstrom  v.  County  of  Mendocino ,  202  Cal.App.3d  296, 
306-09  (1988).  But  this  is  exactly  what  the  DEIR  here  improperly  does  with  its  third  stated  reason 
for  concluding  that  the  Project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on  the  THHD:  The  DEIR 
concludes  that  the  Project  will  have  no  such  impact  because  the  Project's  impacts  on  historic 
resources  of  the  Distnct  will  be  reviewed  by  the  LPAB  and  the  Planning  Commission  in  the  future. 
III. B- 17.  Putting  aside  the  DEIR's  egregious  disregard  for  the  readily  available  opinion  of 
LPAB's  Architectural  Review  Committee  on  the  Project,  this  "conclusion"  is  an  unlawful  reliance 
on  future  review  to  address  the  significance  of  Project  impacts  that  the  present  EIR  is  required  to 
examine.  CEQA  mandates  that  the  EIR  inform  the  public  and  government  decisionmakers  fully  of 
a  proposed  project's  significant  impacts,  including  impacts  on  historic  resources,  at  the  earliest 
possible  time,  before  any  discretionary  approvals  are  given  and  before  the  project  gains  momentum 
toward  implementation.  City  of  Antioch  v.  City  of  Pittsburg,  187  Cal.App.3d  1325,  1333  (1986). 
The  LPAB's  and  Planning  Commission's  future  roles  in  looking  at  the  compatibility  of  the  Project 
with  the  THHD  do  not  excuse  full  discussion  of  the  Project's  impacts  on  the  THHD  in  the  DEIR, 
as  required  by  CEQA.  Indeed,  the  DEIR  should  provide  fullest  possible  information  on  the 
Project's  potentially  significant  impacts  lo  historic  resources  of  the  THHD  to  inform  the  future 
decisions  by  the  LPAB  and  the  Planning  Commission. 

4.  The  DEIR  fails  to  address  the  cumulative  impacts  of  the  Project  and 
other  construction  and  development  in  the  THHD  since  the  District's  creation  on 
its  historic  resources.  An  EIR  must  discuss  the  impacts  of  the  project  when  considered 
cumulatively  with  those  of  other  pjasi,  present,  and  reasonably  foreseeable  future  projects  in  the 
area.  Pub.Res.C.  §  21083(b);  Guidelines  §  15130.  Nowhere  does  the  DEIR  identify  what  other 
new  construction  and  alteration  of  existing  surictures  have  occurred  in  the  THHD  since  it  was 
created  in  1985,  so  that  the  impacts  of  any  such  construction  on  the  historic  character  of  the  THHD 
can  b>e  considered  cumulatively  with  those  posed  by  the  Project.  Instead,  the  DEIR  erroneously 
dismisses  any  cumulative  impacts  analysis  by  reference  only  to  the  unlikelihood  of  future  projects 
in  the  immediate  area  because  of  the  present  lack  of  buildable  sites.  III. B- 17.  But  CEQA  requires 
a  cumulative  analysis  with  relevant  past  projects,  and  this  analysis  is  particularly  important  to  the 
assessment  of  any  proposal  for  new  construction  in  a  historic  districL  Obviously,  in  creating  the 
THHD  in  1985,  the  City  intended  to  preserve  as  much  as  pjossible  the  surviving  historic  character 
of  the  designated  neighborhood.  To  do  that  effectively,  the  accumulated  changes  to  the  Distnct  that 
have  occurred  since  its  designation  must  be  carefully  identified  and  their  overall  effects  on  the 
character  of  the  THHD  monitored.  Without  such  a  cumulative  analy-sis  for  each  significant  new 
construction  project  within  its  boundaries,  the  historic  character  of  the  THHD  would  be  lost  one  lot 
at  a  time  as  fires,  geohazards,  and  insufficiently  constrained  alterations  of  existing  su^cturcs  take 
their  toll.  The  whole  point  of  designating  a  historic  district  is  to  preserve  the  character  of  an  entire 
area,  which  can  only  be  done  by  careful  atieniion  to  cumulative  changes  areawide. 
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C.  Shadow  Impacts: 


The  DEIR  improperly  understates  the  Project's  shadow  impacts  on  the 
Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  surrounding  areas  of  the  THHD.  Although  the  shade 
maps  presented  in  section  III.D  of  the  DEIR  provide  only  limited  data  regarding  the  full  extent  of 
the  shadow  impacts  that  the  Project  would  have  on  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  surrounding 
areas,  they  do  show  that  at  various  times  the  Project  would  contribute  two  to  three  times  the 
shadow  that  the  McNear  building  did  and  significantly  more  shadow  than  the  existing 
environmental  setting  of  the  Project  site,  a  vacant  lot.  The  new  shade  produced  by  the  Project 
would  fall  disproportionately  on  the  garden  that  Grace  Marchant  historically  tended,  as  opposed  to 
the  more  expeinsive  open  space  area  along  the  Hlbert  Steps,  because  of  the  adjacency  of  tfie  historic 
Grace  Marchant  Garden  to  the  Project  site.  My  clients'  comments  thoroughly  detail  the  problems 
with  and  inconsistencies  in  the  DEIR's  shadow  analysis.  These  concerns  must  be  addressed  in  the 
final  EIR. 

As  noted  above,  Planning  Code  §  101.1(b),  Policy  8  provides  "that  our  parks  and  open 
space  and  their  access  to  sunlight  be  protected  from  development."  The  DEIR  fails  to  address  the 
Project's  inconsistency  with  this  policy  despite  Article  10,  Appendix  G's  underscoring  of  the 
importance  of  open  spaces  in  the  THMD  generally  and  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  in  panicular 
to  the  character  of  the  District. 

Finally,  CEQA  Guidelines  Appendix  G(w)  states  that  "A  project  will  normally  have  a 
significant  effect  on  the  enviroiunent  if  it  will:  Conflict  with  established  recreational  ...uses  of  the 
area."  The  DEIR  should  discuss  the  extent  to  which  additional  shading  by  the  Project  of  the  Grace 
Marchant  Garden,  which  it  acknowledges  will  be  deleterious  to  various  plants,  such  as  roses, 
currently  grown  in  the  Garden  (III.B-1 1),  would  conflict  with  the  long-established  recreational 
uses  of  gardening  in  the  intensively  cultivated  area  and  of  enjoying  the  garden  by  strolling  the 
Filbert  Steps. 

D.   Visual  and  Aesthetic  Impacts: 

The  DEIR  does  not  adequately  address  the  Project's  visual  and  aesthetic 
impacts.    "[T]he  larger  size  of  the  project  would  make  it  visually  prominent  compared  to  many  of 
the  nearby  buildings."  III.B-16.  Given  its  proposed  location,  projecting  off  the  lop  of  a  ridge  at 
cliff's  edge  (sec  Fig.  15,  III.C-4),  this  statement  should  more  accurately  state  that  the  Project 
would  be  visually  prominent  compared  to  any  of  the  nearby  buildings.  Even  the  limited 
pwrspectives  afforded  by  the  composite  photos  in  section  III.B  of  the  DEIR  show  that  building  as  a 
heavy  bulk  dominating  the  end  of  the  ridge  where  it  would  be  built.  Rather  than  stepping  down 
from  the  existing  building  above  it  to  the  west,  it  is  virtually  the  same  height  as  that  building, 
which  is  on  a  higher  lot,  and  does  not  step  down  to  the  east,  contrary  to  Article  10,  Appendix  G's 
admonition  that  it  should  slope  "downward  with  the  slope  of  the  propert>'"  and  "relate  to  the 
topographical  contour  of  the  site."  Art.  10,  App.  G(b),  (c)(1)(d).  The  DEIR  should  identify  these 
problems  as  constituting  significant  visual  impacts,  in  addition  to  showing  the  Project  not  to  be 
consistent  with  the  applicable  plan  —  Appendix  G  and  the  case  report  it  incorporates  -  for  the 
preservation  of  the  THHD. 

Further,  as  my  clients  point  out  in  their  comments,  the  Project's  visual  impact  is  not  just 
from  three  discrete  viewpoints,  as  the  DEIR  suggests,  but  from  a  wide  range  of  sites  in  the 
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surrounding  area.  The  DEIR's  analysis  should  be  revised  to  discuss  the  Project's  visual  impacts 
from  various  points  in  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  proper,  the  Filbert  Steps,  and  other  area 
walkways.  In  light  of  Appendix  G's  identification  of  the  THHD's  cliffs  as  critical  denning 
features  of  the  District,  the  DEIR  must  also  include  a  discussion  of  the  visual  impacts  that  the 
extensive  stabilization  measures  necessary  to  build  such  a  large  building  on  the  site  would  have  on 
the  cliffs  there. 

E.  Impacts  to  City-Held  Easements:  Because  of  the  great  value  to  the  public  at 
large  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  surrounding  open  space,  in  1986  the  City  accepted  from 
the  Trust  for  Public  Land  and  agreed  to  enforce  two  conservation  easements  on  private  properties 
on  which  part  of  the  Garden  is  located.  Both  easements  are  expressly  intended  to  proiecx  the  Grace 
Marchant  Garden  as  an  important  public  open  space.  My  clients  arc  submitting  copies  of  these 
easements  as  pail  of  their  comments.  The  DEIR  makes  no  mention,  in  its  discussicMi  of  land  use  or 
elsewhere,  of  the  existence  of  these  easements,  acquired  to  protect  the  public's  perpetual  enjoyment 
of  the  Garden,  nor  of  the  Project's  imfiairment  of  the  value  of  these  easements  through  its  adverse 
impacts  on  sunlight  and  the  visual  and  aesthetic  character  of  the  Garden.  An  adequate  analysis  of 
the  impacts  of  the  Project  must  discuss  these  easements  and  the  adverse  effects  the  Project  would 
entail  in  impairing  the  purposes  for  which  they  were  established. 

F.  Geological  and  Seismic  Impacts: 

The  DEIR  improperly  relies  on  future  studies  and  unformulated  mitigations 
to  conclude  that  the  geological  and  seismic  risks  of  building  the  Project  are  less 
than  significant.   The  DEIR  acknowledges  that  the  project  site  is  geologically  hazardous.  It 
could  scarcely  avoid  that  admission,  given  dhat  the  area  has  seen  frighteningly  frequent  rockfalls 
during  this  century,  including  four  since  1967  that  were  significant  enough  to  warrant  specific 
mention  in  the  DEIR.  III.E-1-3.  The  last  of  these  rendered  the  Mc Near  building  unsafe  for 
habitation  and  led  to  its  demolition  by  the  City.  Article  10,  Appendix  G  governing  the  THHD  also 
recognizes  the  significant  risks  p>osed  by  construction  on  or  near  the  cliffs,  requiring  a 
determination  by  the  Planning  Commission,  in  considering  applications  for  Certificates  of 
Appropriateness  for  such  construction,  whether  it  would  "endangerQ  life,  limb,  or  propem  ."  An. 
10,  App.  G(7)(2). 

Despite  these  admissions  of  the  geologically  problematic  nature  of  the  Project  site,  the 
DEIR  nonetheless  concludes  that  the  geologic  risks  of  the  Project  would  be  less  than  significant  for 
CEQA  purposes.  III.E-9.  Indeed,  even  the  Initial  Study  for  Ae  Project,  prepared  before  any 
detailed  EIR  analysis,  concluded  there  was  no  potentially  significant  geological  risk  from  building 
on  this  historically  troublesome  site.  VIIl-18-19.  These  conclusions  are  based  on  the  alleged 
efficacy  of  mitigation  measures  to  be  formulated  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspjection 
pursuant  to  local  safet}'  standards,  which  mitigation  measures  will  not  be  formulated  until  final 
building  plans  are  submitted  to  the  Department.  lII.E-11.  Similariy,  geological  hazards  during  the 
construction  phase  are  also  left  to  future  study,  and  mitigation  measures  for  these  are  to  be 
formulated  based  on  that  review.  These  hazards,  too,  are  declared  less  than  sigm'ficant  based  on 
the  future  health  and  safety  plan  to  be  "developed... for  this  particular  project"  Id.  CEQA  does 
not  allow  an  EIR  to  rely  on  unformulated  mitigation  measures  as  a  basis  for  concluding  that 
otherwise  significant  impacts  of  a  project  have  been  rendensd  less  than  significant.  Sundsrrom  v. 
County  of  Mendocino,  202  Cal.App.3d  296,  306-09  (1988). 
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site  (the  Cotton,  Shires  report)  itself  called  for  further  study  before  any  conclusion  regarding  site 
safety  could  be  reached.  Despite  the  DEIR's  characterization  of  this  second  study,  Cotton,  Shires 
drew  no  ultimate  conclusions  as  to  the  appropriateness  or  safety  of  the  prqx)sed  development  on 
the  site,  but  conditioned  its  recommendations  on  favorable  results  of  the  further  analysis  it 
identified  as  needed.  The  final  EIR  mtist  forthrightly  acknowledge  that  the  Project  does  pose 
significant  geological  and  seismic  risks  and  must  analyze  those  risks  and  propose  measures  to 
mitigate  them  to  less-than-significant  levels  in  the  text  of  the  EIR  itself,  so  that  the  Hanning 
Commission  is  aware  of  the  degree  of  the  risk  entailed  and  the  extent  and  likely  efficacy  of  the 
mitigations  proposed  before  it  gives  any  approvals  to  build  the  Project  on  the  site's  difficult  terrain. 

II.  Having  failed  to  identify  and  analyze  various  significant  impacts  that  the 
Project  poses,  the  DEIR  also  fails  to  propose  feasibie  means  to  mitigate 
those  impacts. 

CEQA  mandates  that  if  there  are  feasible  means  of  mitigating  a  project's  significant 
impacts,  those  mitigations  must  be  adopted  before  the  project  can  be  approved,  unless  the  agency 
approving  the  project  specifically  finds  that  certain  overriding  considerations  support  approval 
despite  the  significant  impacts.  Pub.Res.C.  §  21002.  To  the  extent  that  the  DEIR  has  failed  to 
identify  the  Project's  significant  impacts  on  the  historic  resources  of  the  THHD,  on  shading  of 
important  open  space,  on  visual  and  aesthetic  resources,  and  on  geological  and  seismic  hazards,  as 
discussed  above,  it  is  also  deficient  in  failing  to  propose  feasible  measures  to  eliminate  those 
impacts  or  reduce  them  to  levels  of  insignificance.  The  existing  section  of  the  DEIR  addressing 
mitigation  measures  (Chapter  IV),  which  requires  mitigation  only  of  air  impacts  during 
construction,  is  wholly  inadequate  to  address  the  full  range  of  the  Project's  pwientially  significant 
impacts. 

This  brief  Chapter  is  patently  wrong  in  describing  the  "Geology  and  Seismicity"  measures 
as  "improvement  measures"  to  further  ameliorate  impiacts  that  are  already  less  than  significant, 
rather  than  as  measures  to  mitigate  significant  impacts.  IV-2.  As  the  DEIR  cannot  but 
acknowledge,  the  Project  site  is  geologically  hazardous,  so  much  so  that  the  McNear  building  had 
to  be  razed  by  the  Cit>'  following  damage  from  a  rockfall.  Indeed,  the  DEIR  acknowledges 
elsewhere  that  the  measures  recommended  by  the  two  geotechnical  studies  performed  on  the  site 
are  absolutely  necessary'  to  reduce  otherv^'ise  significant  geological  and  seismic  risks.  IIl.E-9.  The 
final  EIR  must  candidly  identify  as  essential  mitigations  of  significant  impacts  any  and  all  actions 
necessary  to  render  this  problematic  site  safe  for  building  (to  the  extent  that  that  is  even  possible). 

III.  The  DEIR  fails  to  describe  either  the  Project  itself  or  its  environmental 
setting  accurately  and  adequately. 

A.   Inaccurate  Project  Description:  CEQA  requires  that  an  EIR  contain  an  "accurate, 
stable,  finite"  description  of  the  proposed  project  Guidelines  §  15124  (Discussion);  County  of 
Inyo  V.  dry  of  Los  Angeles,  71  Cal.App.3d  185,  199  (1977);  Santiago  County  Water  Disi.  v. 
Comry  of  Orange,  118  Cal.App.3d  818,  830  (1981).  All  of  the  other  critical  CEQA  analysis 
requirements  --  identification  of  adverse  impacts,  alternatives,  and  mitigation  measures  -  are 
natursJly  dependent  upon  an  accurate,  adequately  detailed  description  of  the  project  under  review. 

Here,  the  actual  size  of  the  proposed  FYoject  is  in  serious  question.  Is  it  approximately 
7800  square  feet  in  total  fioor  area,  as  claimed  in  the  DEIR  (II- 1),  8400  square  feet,  as  stated  by 
the  Project  architect's  office  in  response  to  a  neighbor's  quer>'  in  November  1997,  or  8500  square 
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feel,  as  concluded  by  an  independent  architect  who  reviewed  Project  plans  for  the  Telegraph  Hill 
Dwellers?  Given  that  the  independent  architect  concluded  that  the  Project  would  be  700  square 
feel,  or  about  9%,  larger  than  described  in  the  DEIR,  the  final  BR  must  give  an  accurate  account 
of  the  Project's  size,  since  thai  information  is  critical  to  understanding  the  extent  of  its  impacts  on 
the  historical  integrity  of  the  THHD,  on  the  Garden  below,  and  on  existing  visual  resources. 

B.  Inadequate  Description  of  Project*s  Environmental  Setting:  AdraftEIR 
"must  include  a  description  of  the  environment  in  the  vicinity  of  the  project,  as  it  exists  before  the 
commencementof  the  project.."  Guidelines  §  15125.  As  my  clients  have  detailed,  the  DEIR  does 
noi  adequately  distinguish  the  unified  and  intensively  cultivated  area  near  the  project  that  was 
historically  gardened  by  Grace.Marchant  from  the  larger  open  space  along  the  Filbert  right-of-way 
from  Darrell  Place  east  past  Napier  Lane.  III.F-1.  While  the  term  "Grace  Marchant  Garden"  is 
sometimes  applied  to  this  entire  area,  the  historic  Marchant  Garden  is  a  much  smaller  area 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  Project  site  and  partially  within  the  actual  lot  of  that  site.  In  failing  lo 
identify  clearly  the  historic  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  the  DEIR  improperly  minimizes  the  Project's 
shading  and  visual  impacts  on  the  Garden  by  making  these  appear  to  affect  a  much  smaller  portion 
of  a  larger  garden  than  is  actually  the  case.  The  final  EIR  must  make  clear  that  the  historic  Grace 
Marchant  Garden  is  the  so-called  "maintained  central  portion  of  garden"  p>ortrayed  in  Figure  40 
(IlI.F-5)  and  should  highlight  thai  area  in  the  discussions  of  shadow  and  visual  impacts. 

A  further  problem  with  the  DEIR's  treatment  of  the  Project's  envinximental  setting  is  its 
persistent  reliance  on  comparisons  of  the  F*roject's  impacts  to  those  of  the  previously  existing 
structure  (the  McNear  building)  as  providing  a  standard  forjudging  the  significance  of  the 
Project's  impacts.  CEQA  does  not  contemplate  any  such  appsroach  but  requires  that  a  project's 
impacts  be  assessed  by  reference  to  the  environmeni  "as  it  exists  before  the  commencement  of  the 
project."  Guidelines!  15125  (emphasis  added).  While  comparisons  to  the  McNear  building  are 
not  inappropriate  to  offer  the  EIR  reviewer  some  persp>ective  on  the  propxjsed  Project  versus  what 
once  occupied  the  site  (indeed,  such  comparisons  carefully  examined  demonstrate  just  how  out-of- 
scale  the  proposal  truly  is  to  the  historic  district),  these  simply  are  not  suitable  criteria  under  CEQA 
to  assess  the  extent  of  the  Project's  impacts.  The  EIR  must  concern  itself  with  the  Project's 
impacis  on  "existing  physical  conditions"  in  the  "actual  environment  upx5n  which  the  proposal  will 
ofjerate."  Environmental  Planning  and  Information  Council  v.  County  of  El  Dorado,  13 1 
Cal.App.3d  350, 354  (1982).  Judging  the  impacts  of  the  Project  on  the  existing  environmeni  of 
the  surrounding  area  by  reference  to  the  vanished  McNear  Building  is  rather  like  judging  the 
impacts  of  new  construction  that  would  shade  Justin  Herman  Raza  by  reference  to  the 
Emharcadero  Freeway.  Further,  the  inappropriateness  of  the  use  of  compsarisons  to  the  impacts  of 
the  McNear  building  to  those  of  the  Project  in  assessing  the  significance  of  the  latter  is  exacerbated 
by  the  EIR's  misportrayal  of  the  McNear  building  as  larger  and  more  imposing  than  it  in  fact  was. 
E>etails  of  the  latter  problem  are  pjresented  in  my  clients'  comments. 
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IV.     The  DEIR  fails  to  formulate  and  compare  to  the  Project  in  detail  an 

adequate  range  of  feasible,  environmentally  superior  alternatives  to  the 
Project. 


CEQA  and  its  implementing  Guidelines  expressly  require  agencies  to  consider  in  EIRs  a 
"range  of  reasonable  alternatives*  to  a  proposed  project  and  to  "evaluate  [their]  compjarative 
menis."  Guidelines  §  15126(d);  Pub.Res.C.  §  21100.  The  alternatives  to  be  examined  are  ones 
that  "would  feasibly  attain  most  of  the  basic  objectives  of  the  project  but  would  avoid  or 
substantially  lessen  any  of  the  significant  effects  of  the  project"  Guidelines  §  15126(d).  The 
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alternatives  discussion  is  to  focus  on  alternatives  "capable  of  avoiding  or  substantially  lessening 
any  significant  effects  of  the  project,  even  if  these  alternatives  would  impede  to  some  degree  ike 
atiairment  of  project  objectives,  or  would  be  more  costly.'  Id.,  §  15126(d)(1)  (emphasis  added). 
"The  EIR  shall  include  sufficient  information  about  each  alternative  to  allow  meaningful  evaluation, 
analysis,  £md  compjaiison  with  the  proposed  project. "  Id..  §  15126(d)(3). 

The  DHR's  cursory  two-page  discussion  of  alternatives  fails  completely  to  meet  these  clear 
standards.  VI-1-2.  The  No  Project  Alternative  is  very  hastily  described.  VI-1.  Curiously, 
despite  the  fact  that  the  City  has  pronounced  that  the  Project  site  has  been  adequately  stabilized 
from  a  geohazard  standpoint  since  the  1992  rockfall,  the  DEIR  claims  that  the  No  Project 
Alternative  would  be  inferior  to  the  Project  from  a  geological  standpoint  because  it  would  not 
provide  the  additional  slope  stabilizations  that  would  be  necessary  to  impwse  the  huge  Project 
building  on  the  site.  This  is  a  non  sequitur,  since  the  City  has  determined  that  no  such  measures 
are  necessary  for  the  unbuilt  site. 

Alternative  B,  the  only  other  alternative  proposed,  is  a  phony  alternative,  proposed  only  to 
be  rejected,  since  it  does  not  include  the  parking  required  by  the  current  Planning  Code.  VI- 1-2. 
As  previously  noted,  valid  CEQA  alternatives  are  to  be  both  reasonable  and  feasible.  To  propose 
an  alternative  thai  does  not  comply  with  City  codes  and  then  reject  it  on  that  basis,  as  the  DEIR 
does,  makes  plain  its  unreasonableness  and  infeasibility. 

The  second  reason  for  rejecting  an  alternative  that  replicates  the  size  and  contours  of  the 
former  McNear  building  --  that  it  would  not  "provide  economically  viable  home-ownership 
opportunities"  -  is  untenable.  There  is  absolutely  no  evidence  in  the  DEIR  to  support  the  Project 
sponsor's  self-serving  "belief  that  a  smaller  project  would  not  be  economically  viable  in  this 
extremely  desirable  and  exp>ensive  area  of  San  Francisco  real  estate.  Further,  the  suggestion  thai  ii 
is  the  sponsor,  and  not  the  Planning  Commission,  that  is  to  determine  the  feasibility  of  an 
alternative  is  entirely  incorrect.  As  the  CEQA  Guidelines  quoted  above  make  clear,  aliemaiives  ihai 
"would  impede  to  some  degree  the  attainment  of  project  objectives"  or  be  more  costly  musi 
nonetheless  be  considered  if  they  are  environmentally  superior  to  the  project  as  proposed.  Clearly, 
the  Project  sponsor  is  free  lo  pursue  its  obvious  goal  of  receiving  the  highest  possible  return  for  its 
speculation  in  this  property',  but  it  is  the  City's  responsibility  under  CEQA  to  formulate  and 
objectively  consider  environmentally  superior  alternatives  to  the  spxansor's  proposal,  even  if  these 
would  not  meet  all  of  the  sponsor's  goals,  including  a  desire  for  a  maximum  return  on  its 
investment.  Laurel  Heights  Improvement  Ass'n  v.  Regents  of  the  University  of  California,  47 
Cal.3d  376, 406  (1988).  (It  is  worth  noting  here  that  my  clients  in  1997  offered  the  Project 
sponsors  their  purchase  price  for  the  Project  lot  of  $160,000,  plus  an  additional  $90,000  in 
estimated  expenses  to  that  time,  for  a  total  of  $250,000,  in  order  to  acquire  the  lot  to  protect  the 
THHD  and  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden.  The  Project  sponsors  countered  that  offer,  intended  lo 
keep  ihem  whole,  with  an  offer  to  sell  the  lot  for  $850,000  plus  expanses.) 

Although  the  burden  to  formulate  alternatives  rests  with  the  Cit>'.  not  with  the  public,  when 
the  public  does  propose  a  reasonable  and  feasible  alternative  thai  is  environmentally  sup5erior  to  the 
project  and  distinct  from  the  alternatives  considered  in  the  EIR.  the  agency  has  a  dut\'  to  evaluate 
that  alternative.  "One  of  [an  EIR's]  major  functions. ..is  to  ensure  that  all  reasonabie  alternatives 
to  proposed  projects  are  thoroughly  assessed  by  the  responsible  official."  Citizens  of  Goleia 
Valley  v.  Board  of  Supervisors,  52  Cal.Sd  553,  565  (1990)  (brackets,  deletion,  and  emphasis  in 
original).  Here,  other  than  the  No  Project  Aliemative.  no  feasible,  environmentally  superior 
alternatives  have  been  examined  at  all. 


H.  Gitelman,  S.F.  Planning  DepL 

page  12 

12/8/98 


In  their  commenis,  my  clients  suggest  two  such  aJteraatives:  (1)  a  building  that  is  the  same 
size  as  the  McNear  McNear  building  but  includes  parking  and  (2)  a  smaller  building  that  ccMiforms 
rigorously  to  the  standards  set  forth  in  Article  10,  Appendix  G  (taking  those  standards  as  a  starting 
point,  rather  than  trying  to  stretch  them  to  the  breaking  point,  as  the  DEIR  does,  to  support  a 
dubious  claim  that  a  building  far  larger  than  any  in  the  immediate  vicinity  somehow  fits  them). 
Both  alternatives  are  environmentally  superior  to  the  outsized  Project  and  both  are  feasible,  even  if 
they  would  not  meet  the  sponsor's  objective  to  maximize  its  profits.  In  order  to  pass  legal  muster 
under  CEQA,  the  final  EIR  must  examine  these  two  alternatives  in  sufficient  detail  to  allow  their 
environmental  merits  to  be  compared  meaningfully  with  those  of  the  Project. 

Conclusion 

In  conclusion,  the  22  -30  Alta  Street  DEIR  should  be  amended  and  expanded  in  all  of  the 
respects  discussed  abo\'e  both  to  meet  the  mandatory  public  inforaiational  requirements  of  CEQA 
and  to  ensure  that  the  Project,  if  approved  in  any  form,  has  the  fewest  pxDssible  negative  impacts  on 
the  Grace  Marchanl  Garden,  surrounding  areas  of  the  THHD,  and  the  District  as  a  whole.  Thank 
you  for  your  attention  to  these  comments.  If  you  have  any  questions  or  would  like  to  discuss  any 
of  the  matters  contained  herein,  please  do  not  hesitate  to  contact  me  at  the  number  given  above. 


A--22. 


Very  tnily  yours. 


Trent  W.  Orr 

Attorney  for  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers, 

Alta/Pilbert  Preservation  Association, 
and  Friends  of  the  Garden 


cc:  Members  of  the  Plannmg  Commission 
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LETTER  A  -  TRENT  ORR,  ATTORNEY  AT  LAW 


A-1)     The  San  Francisco  General  Plan  contains  many  policies,  which  may  address  different  goals. 

The  EIR  provides  a  discussion  of  General  Plan  policies  by  identifying  individual  objectives  and 
policies  relevant  to  the  proposal.  The  DEIR  has  not  identified  any  obvious  or  substantial 
conflicts  with  the  General  Plan.  However,  conflict  with  a  General  Plan  policy  would  not,  in 
itself,  constitute  a  physical  effect  on  the  environment,  which  is  why  the  DEIR  states  that 
"potential  conflicts  with  the  General  Plan  are  considered  by  the  decisions-makers  (normally  the 
Planning  Commission)  independently  of  the  environmental  review  process."  Rather,  it  is  the 
potential  physical  effects  of  a  project  that  are  properly  analyzed  in  an  EIR  (CEQA  Guidelines 
section  15358(b)  states:  "Effects  analyzed  under  CEQA  must  be  related  to  a  physical  change.") 
The  DEIR  for  the  proposed  22-30  Alta  Street  project  adequately  analyzes  these  potential 
physical  effects  on  the  environment,  including  any  physical  effects  that  may  result  in  any 
conflict  with  one  or  more  particular  policies  in  the  General  Plan.  The  Planning  Commission,  in 
deciding  whether  to  approve  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  and  approve  the  proposed 
project,  must  decide  whether,  on  balance,  the  project  is  consistent  with  the  General  Plan. 

Regarding  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  including  Section  101.1  (Proposition  M  Priority 
Policies)  and  Article  10,  including  Appendix  G  (Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District),  compliance 
with  the  adopted  zoning  ordinance  (Planning  Code)  is  properly  evaluated  separately  from  a 
project's  physical  environmental  effects.  Evaluation  of  a  project's  potential  physical  effects  on 
the  environment,  as  is  analyzed  in  an  EIR,  is  judged  against  a  series  of  significance  criteria  that, 
in  most  cases,  are  at  least  partially  independent  of  applicable  zoning  law.  An  EIR  is  prepared  to 
provide  the  public  and  decision-makers  with  information  concerning  project  effects  on  the 
environment  in  a  broad  array  of  areas  of  potential  concern.  It  is  not  intended  to  establish 
compliance,  or  the  lack  thereof,  with  applicable  zoning  law,  which  is  properly  the  job  of  separate 
case  report(s)  that,  in  this  instance,  will  address  compliance  with  Planning  Code  Section  101. 1 
and  Article  10  (for  the  application  for  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness),  as  well  as  other  Code 
sections  applicable  to  use,  height  and  bulk,  parking,  and  other  matters  of  purview  under  the 
Code. 

CEQA  Appendix  G  refers  to  conflicts  with  "environmental  plans."  Environmental  plans  and 
policies  are  those,  such  as  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Plan,  that  directly  address  physical 
environmental  issues  and/or  contain  targets  or  standards  that  must  be  met  in  order  to  preserve  or 
improve  characteristics  of  the  City's  physical  environment.  The  current  proposed  project  would 
not  obviously  or  substantially  conflict  with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plan  or  policy. 
Furthermore,  as  with  the  San  Francisco  General  Plan,  a  conflict  with  an  adopted  environmental 
plan,  in  itself,  would  not  result  in  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  within  the  meaning  of 
CEQA,  unless  an  adverse  physical  impact  were  to  result. 

A-2)     The  DEIR  assesses  the  project's  potential  impacts  on  historic  architectural  resources  (in  this 
case,  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District)  based  on  an  evaluation  of  whether  the  historical 
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significance  of  the  district  would  be  impaired.  In  general,  such  an  analysis  under  CEQA  is 
similar  to,  but  more  broadly  focused,  than  the  Planning  Commission's  evaluation  of  an 
application  for  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  under  Planning  Code  Article  10.  This  is  because 
(as  Slated  in  Response  A-1  j,  an  EIR  is  written  to  provide  the  public  and  decision-makers  with 
information  concerning  project  effects  on  the  environment  in  a  broad  array  of  areas  of  potential 
concern,  and  not  to  judge  compliance  with  applicable  zoning  law. 

The  findings  regarding  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  application  are  subject  to  consistency 
with  the  General  Plan  and  Planning  Code  Section  101.1  (Proposition  M  Priority  Policies),  while 
an  EER's  evaluation  of  significant  impacts  on  the  environment,  including  those  on  historic 
architectural  resources,  is  made  independent  of  the  General  Plan  and  Planning  Code,  including 
the  Priority  Policies.  That  is,  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  report  and  motion  for  the 
Planning  Commission's  approval  or  denial  of  the  certificate  may  include  information  beyond 
that  presented  in  support  of  the  EIR's  determination  regarding  significant  physical  effects  on  the 
environment.  This  point  is  stated  as  part  of  the  significance  criteria  of  the  Historic  Architectural 
Resources  section  on  page  ni.B-13  of  the  DEIR:  "The  guidelines  for  evaluation  of  an  application 
for  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  are  specific  to  that  process  and  not  directly  comparable  to 
CEQA  significance  criteria^  Alternatively  stated,  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  process  is  a 
project-specific  assessment  as  to  whether  the  proposed  project  is  appropriate  for  the  district.  The 
CEQA  finding  of  significance  is  based  on  a  consideration  as  to  whether  the  historic  architectural 
resource  (in  this  case,  the  historic  district  as  a  whole),  would  have  its  integrity  substantially 
impaired  by  implementation  of  the  proposed  project. 

Further,  the  motion  to  approve  or  deny  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  and  other  applications 
in  connection  with  the  project  may  include  policy  considerations  beyond  the  scope  of  the  EIR, 
such  as  economic,  social  and  other  considerations.  The  EIR  provides  adequate  information  on 
the  project's  potential  physical  effects  to  inform  decision-makers  in  advance  of  all  required 
approval  actions,  including  action  on  the  application  for  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness. 

For  informational  purposes,  the  guidelines  established  by  Article  10,  Appendix  G,  were  provided 
on  pages  III.B-6  and  III.B-7  of  the  DEIR.  Although  the  Case  Report  for  the  Telegraph  Hill 
Historic  District  did  not  offer  design  guidelines  for  development  within  the  district,  the  Code 
(Article  10)  guidelines  include,  as  a  subset,  style  guidelines  that  are  listed  in  section  7(c)(l)(a-g). 
While  the  Case  Report,  and.  by  reference,  the  Code,  included  post- 1935  International  Style  and 
Modeme  structures  as  Contributors  to  the  district,  the  Code's  guidelines  list  features  that  are 
primarily  applicable  to  pre- 1906  structures.  As  such,  there  is  a  disparity  between  what  the  Case 
Report  and  Code  identified  as  important  elements  of  the  district  (certain  buildings  built  between 
1852  and  1941)  and  what  the  Code's  style  guidelines  identified  as  architectural  characteristics 
that  the  district  should  reinforce  (primarily  those  of  pre-1906  buildings).  This  internal 
contradiction  is  also  indirectly  acknowledged  in  section  7(c)(1)(e),  where  the  use  of  wood  siding 
is  encouraged,  but  masonry  is  also  noted  as  appropriate  where  there  is  a  concentration  of 
Modeme  or  International  Style  structures. 
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To  further  demonstrate  this  point,  the  following  table,  which  states  whether  or  not  the  style 
characteristic  identified  in  each  guideline  is  typical  for  each  of  the  three  historical  periods 
represented  in  the  district,  is  provided: 


Style  Guideline  (Section  7(c)(1) 

1  ypiLal  Ui 

Settlement  Period 

i  ypicdi  ui 
Middle  Period 

1  J  piL.al  UI 

Modern 

\a.)  I3ay  WinUOWo  allU  pUi  LICUd  die 
x\c\\  c\\^T9\c\e^v\^\\c       thp  P)iQtripf  anH 

llWl  V^lldl  dSi^L&l  loLl^  yjx              l_yioLl  IVL  ullLl 

IN  U 

some 

yes 

die  ciiscourdgcu 

\\J )  X  UiCIlCo  dliLi  UdlCiJlUCo  die 

Yp<; 

X  Co 

J  eo 

characteristic  design  features  of  the 

LylSinCt  dilU  die 

eii^^Dui  d^cu 

\y)  odDic  rool  lornis  drc 

I  cb 

yes,  DUL  idibc 

no 

cncouidgcu 

ironib  drc  diso 
lypicdi 

 1   ■■   

(d)  The  mass  or  new  buildings 

INO 

yes 



yes  and  no 

vUUlVJUl  vjl  lllC  olLC, 

(d)  and  be  compatible  with  adjacent 

Yes 

■■ 

no, these 

no 

buildings 

buildings  were 
larger 

(e)  Horizontal  rustic  wood  siding  is 

Yes 

Yes 

no 

inc  Lrdauiondi  ouuamg  maicriai  m 

the  District,  and  its  use  is 

encouraged  over  other  surfacing 

maiciidis,  mciuumg  wooq  snmgics. 

(e)  Masonry  surfaces  may  be 

INO 

no 

yes 

appropriate  in  subareas  with  a 

cuncenirdiion  ui  r\ri  ivioucrnc  or 

International  Style  building. 

(f)  Fenestration  should  be 

Yes 

yes 

no 

proportionate  and  in  scale  with 
traditional  patterns  within  the 

district.  Wooden  sash  is  encouraged 

over  aluminum  or  other  metal  sash. 

(g)  Detailing  should  relate  to  the 

Yes 

No  -Italianate 

no 

simple,  straight  forward  traditional 

detailing  was 

vernacular  forms  found  in  the 

more  elaborate 

District. 

It  is  clear  that  the  style  guidelines  do  not  reinforce  the  type  of  development  that  was  previously 
on  the  project  site  (the  McNear  building)  even  though  that  structure  was  recognized  in  both  the 
Case  Report  and  the  Code  as  Contributory  to  the  historic  district.  In  fact,  if  an  exact  replica  of 
the  McNear  building  were  to  be  built  on  the  project  site  today,  certain  elements  of  it  would  not 
be  in  conformance  with  the  style  guidelines.  In  light  of  the  above,  the  third  sentence  of  the  third 
paragraph  on  page  III.B-16  of  the  Draft  EIR  that  states  that  the  project  "would,  for  the  most  part, 
be  in  conformance  with  the  style  guidelines..."  is  replaced  with  the  following: 
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The  project  would  not  strictly  adhere  to  these  style  guidelines.  However,  both 
the  Case  Report  for  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  and  the  Planning  Code: 
identify  the  Modern  period  as  part  of  the  district's  period  of  significance;  include 
Modern  buildings  as  contributory  elements  to  the  district;  and  encourage 
"construction  in  a  contemporary  idiom."  Thus,  although  the  Code's  specific 
style  guidelines  do  not  reinforce  Modem  elements,  the  project  would  conform 
with  the  general  standards  regarding  contemporary  buildings  of  the  Telegraph 
Hill  Historic  District  as  described  because  of  its  Modeme  detailing,  cement 
plaster  finish,  and  series  of  terraces. 

Although  the  EIR  is  revised  with  regard  to  the  style  guidelines  in  Article  10,  this  change  does  not 
affect  the  DEIR's  conclusions  concerning  the  project's  physical  effects  on  the  Telegraph  Hill 
Historic  District;  as  stated  above,  the  EIR  analysis  is  separate  from  the  analysis  for  the 
Certificate  of  Appropriateness. 

Further,  as  noted  above,  style  is  only  one  component  of  the  Article  10,  Appendix  G  guidelines. 
As  stated  on  page  III.B-17  of  the  DEIR,  "The  proposed  design  would  be  in  conformance  with 
most  of  the  guidelines  included  in  Article  10."  The  DEIR  addresses  each  of  the  other  guidelines 
applicable  to  the  project  as  follows:  character  (pages  III.B-14-16),  height  (page  III.B-14), 
landscaping  (sections  III.D  and  III.F),  and  wooden  walkways  and  steps  (sections  III.C  and  III.D). 

A-3)     Regarding  the  impacts  on  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  the  EIR  does  not  confine  its 

discussion  to  historic  architecture  while  neglecting  analysis  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and 
the  cliffs  within  the  district.  In  fact,  page  III.B-3  notes  that  the  Planning  Code  and  Telegraph  Hill 
Historic  District  Case  Report  recognize  the  importance  of  the  non-architectural  elements  of  the 
District.  Page  III.B-16  states  that  "the  project  would  have  the  potential  to  affect  non-architectural 
components  of  the  historic  district,  including  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  Filbert  Steps,  and  a 
cliff  face,"  and  then  refers  the  reader  to  the  sections  of  the  document  that  address  these  issues, 
particularly  as  they  pertain  to  the  Garden. 

The  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  is  acknowledged  on  pages  I-l,  1-3,  II- 1,  and  III.B-3  (amongst 
others)  as  including  both  the  Filbert  Steps  and  Grace  Marchant  Garden.  Analysis  of  potential 
impacts  to  the  Garden  is  provided  regarding  its  recreational  use  (Section  III. A),  visual  impacts 
(Section  III.C),  shading  (Section  III.D),  and  biology  (Section  III.E). 

The  importance  of  and  potential  impacts  on  the  Filbert  Steps  is  discussed  in  the  Historic 
Architectural  Resources  section  (pages  III.B-3  and  III.B-16).  Visual  Quality  impacts  on  the  Steps 
are  addressed  on  page  IlI.C-1 1,  which  includes  the  analysis  of  a  photosimulation  taken  from  the 
perspective  of  the  Filbert  Steps.  Shadow  impacts  on  the  Steps  are  discussed  on  page  III.D-20. 

Potential  geological  impacts  to  the  cliffs  are  discussed  in  Section  III.E.  Page  III.C-2  discusses  an 
existing  view  of  a  cliff  face,  but  for  the  purposes  of  clarification,  the  following  inserts  are  added 
regarding  the  potential  for  visual  impacts  to  the  cliffs  as  a  result  of  slope  stabilization  measures 
included  as  part  of  the  proposed  project: 
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Page  III.C-10,  second  to  last  paragraph,  as  a  new  last  sentence: 

From  this  view,  slope  stabilization  elements  including  gabion  wire  netting 
(typically  a  mesh  secured  by  anchors)  could  be  visible  in  the  northeast  comer  of 
the  site.  The  metallic  wire  and  anchors  would  be  most  obvious  when  newly 
installed  but  would  likely  fade  into  the  hillside  as  vegetation  grows  through  the 
netting  and  the  netting  discolors  from  exposure  to  weather.  The  stabilization 
elements  would  not  alter  the  steep  contours  cited  in  Article  10,  Appendix  G,  as 
an  "aesthetically  important  component"  of  the  district,  which  "produce  dramatic 
and  unique  vistas."  Nor  would  the  stabilization  measures  convert  the  "natural" 
cliff  face  to  a  "built"  feature,  particularly  over  time  as  vegetation  and  weathering 
reduce  the  visibility  of  the  added  elements. 

Page  III.C-1 1,  new  paragraph  following  first  paragraph: 

Slope  stabilization  elements  would  likely  not  be  visible  from  this  vantage 
considering  that  most  of  the  slope  improvements  would  be  installed  on  the  sheer 
east  slope.  Further  east  on  the  Filbert  Steps,  however,  gabion  wire  netting, 
rockbolting,  and  gunite  slope  treatment  would  possibly  be  observed  on  the  slope 
below  the  northeast  comer  of  the  building  and  the  east-facing  slope  of  the  site. 
The  rockbolt  assemblies  could  appear  metallic  when  newly  installed  but  would 
likely  discolor  with  and/or  become  obscured  by  vegetative  growth.  Similarly,  the 
gunite,  if  applied  in  earth-tone  hues,  would  blend  with  natural  colors  of  the 
slope,  rendering  it  less  visible. 

Page  III.C-1 1,  third  paragraph,  as  a  new  last  sentence: 

Slope  stabilization  elements  would  not  be  visible  from  this  vantage  point 
because  the  sheer  east  slope  is  hidden  below  the  level  of  the  street  and  behind 
the  existing  retaining  wall. 

Having  evaluated  the  proposed  project  in  terms  of  effects  related  to  the  size  of  the  proposed 
building  and  its  proposed  architectural  style  and  finishes  (larger  than  nearby  Contributory 
buildings,  but  in  a  Modeme  style,  including  a  cement  plaster  exterior  finish,  that  is  not  out  of 
character  with  newer  Contributory  buildings);  visual  effects  (the  building  would  be  clearly 
visible  but  would  not  substantially  obstruct  publicly  accessible  scenic  views,  nor  would  it  be  of 
such  a  scale  as  to  visually  alter  the  overall  district);  shading  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden 
(shadows  would  increase,  although  for  a  relatively  brief  period,  and  the  effects  would  be 
confined  to  a  relatively  small  area  at  any  given  time);  and  effects  on  the  cliffs  (stabilization 
measures  would  be  visible  but  would  not  fundamentally  alter  the  appearance  of  the  "natural" 
cliff  face),  the  EIR  concludes  that  effects  on  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  including 
individual  components,  would  not  be  significant,  for  the  reasons  summarized  here. 

A-4)     The  DEIR  does  not  make  the  conclusion  that  the  project  would  not  be  substantially  out  of 
character  with  the  district  because  it  is  not  much  bigger  than  the  nearby  non-contributory 
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buildings.  The  DEIR  says  on  page  III. B- 14  that  the  project  "would  not  be  incompatible  with 
adjacent  construction,"  referring  to  non-contributory  buildings,  but  does  not  then  use  this 
information  as  the  basis  for  concluding  there  would  be  no  significant  impact.  In  fact,  on 
page  III. B- 16,  the  DEIR  states  in  reference  to  the  13  Contributory  buildings  within  100  feet  of 
the  project  site,  that  "all  of  these  structures  are  substantially  smaller  in  terms  of  overall  mass  and 
floor  area  than  is  the  proposed  project."  Thus,  full  recognition  is  given  to  the  relative  size  of  the 
project  to  nearby  contributory  buildings.  For  informational  purposes,  the  following  additional 
information  regarding  the  relative  size  of  the  project  to  nearby  structures  is  added  after  the  third 
paragraph  on  page  III.B-16: 

More  specifically,  there  are  eight  Contributory  buildings  located  on  Alta  Street 
or  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  Adjacent  to  the  project  site  on  its  northwest  edge 
is  a  two-story  cottage  at  221  Filbert  Street,  approximately  1,100  sq.ft.  in  size. 
The  one  Contributory  building  on  the  north  side  of  Alta  Street  is  60-62  Alta, 
which  is  a  three-story  structure  of  approximately  2,300  sq.  ft.  The  other  six 
buildings  on  the  south  side  of  Alta  Street  include  four  Italianate  and  two  Greek 
Revival  structures  of  two  to  three  stories  that  range  from  1,050  sq.ft.  to  more 
than  2,000  sq.ft. 

Nevertheless,  the  EIR  concludes  that,  on  balance,  the  introduction  of  a  single  building,  while 
larger  than  nearby  Contributory  structures,  would  not  be  significant,  particularly  in  light  of  the 
project's  stylistic  references  to  the  more  modem  Contributory  buildings,  including  the  former 
Contributory  building  on  the  site. 

It  is  possible  to  theorize,  as  the  commenter  does,  that  a  series  of  such  incremental  changes  would 
one  day  result  in  a  significant  (cumulative)  adverse  effect  on  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District. 
It  does  not,  however,  follow  that  the  current  project  would  make  a  considerable  contribution  to  a 
future,  speculative,  and  uncertain  cumulative  effect. 

A-5)     The  conclusion  that  the  project  would  not  substantially  alter  the  character-defining  features  of 

the  historic  district  is  based  on  a  combination  of  factors.  The  project  is  an  infill  development  in  a 
residential  district  and  is  subject  to  all  the  limitations  therein,  including  in  this  case,  a  40  foot 
height  limit,  residential  dwelling  density  of  three  units  per  lot  (or  1  per  1,000  square  feet  of  lot 
area  with  conditional  use  approval)  and  applicable  rear  yard  requirements.  In  this  situation,  the 
rear  yard  requirement  is  that  45%  of  the  lot  from  the  rear  forward  remain  as  undeveloped  open 
space  (with  limited  encroachments).  The  project  would  represent  one  structure  in  a  historic 
district  of  approximately  80  buildings.  It  would  be  subject  to  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness 
findings  of  the  Planning  Code  that  stipulate  that  it  cannot  be  approved  unless  the  decision 
making  body,  the  Planning  Department  and/or  Planning  Commission,  acting  with  the  advice  of 
the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  (LPAB),  finds  the  project  consistent  with  the 
standards  of  the  district.  A  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  approval  is  appealable  to  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  who  would  be  similarly  bound  by  the  approval  criteria  established  in  the  Planning 
Code. 
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The  commenter  suggests  that  the  relevant  determination  in  this  case  is  the  "...  project's 
compatibility  with  the  historic  features  that  characterize  the  district."  It  is  important  to  note  here 
a  critical  distinction  between  the  requisite  findings  of  the  EIR  versus  the  determinations  required 
for  the  approval  of  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  under  the  Planning  Code.  The  critical 
determination  with  respect  to  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  is  compatibility  of  the  project 
with  the  District.  The  critical  decision  with  respect  to  CEQA  for  the  project  is  whether  approval 
of  the  proposal  would  substantially  impact  the  historic  resource.  As  noted  on  page  III.B-13  of 
the  EIR,  the  historic  resource  in  this  instance  is  the  historic  district  which  is  a  "list  of  properties 
officially  designated  or  recognized  as  historically  significant..."  by  a  local  government.  The 
CEQA  Guidelines  define  a  significant  impact  upon  a  historical  resource  at  §  15064.5(b)  as 
follows: 

(1)  Substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  an  historical  resource 
means  physical  demolition,  destruction,  relocation,  or  alteration  of  the  resource 
or  its  immediate  surroundings  such  that  the  significance  of  an  historical 
resource  would  be  materially  impaired,  (emphasis  added) 

(2)  The  significance  of  an  historical  resource  is  materially  impaired  when  a 
project: 

(A)  Demolishes  or  materially  alters  in  an  adverse  manner  those  physical 
characteristics  of  an  historical  resource  that  convey  its  historical 
significance  and  that  justify  its  inclusion  in,  or  eligibility  for,  inclusion 
in  the  California  Register  of  Historical  Resources;  or  (emphasis  added) 

(B)  Demolishes  or  materially  alters  in  an  adverse  manner  those 
physical  characteristics  that  account  for  its  inclusion  in  a  local 
register  of  historical  resources  pursuant  to  section  5020.1(k)  of  the 
Public  Resources  Code     or  (emphasis  added) 

(C)  Demolishes  or  materially  alters  in  an  adverse  manner  those  physical 
characteristics  of  a  historical  resource  that  convey  its  historical 
significance  and  that  justify  its  eligibility  for  inclusion  in  the  California 
Register  of  Historical  Resources  ....  (emphasis  added) 

Subsection  (B)  of  §  15064.5(b)(2)  is  the  applicable  citation  here.  But  the  broader  language  of  the 
section  is  also  provided  to  show  that  CEQA  envisions  a  significant  impact  upon  the  historic 
resource  as  one  that  removes  or  effectively  invalidates  those  characteristics  that  establish  the 
resource  as  significant.  Given  that  historic  districts  typically  contain  a  mix  of  both  Contributory 
and  non-Contributory  structures,  it  is  clear  that  the  presence  of  a  non-Contributory  structure  does 
not,  in  itself,  undermine  the  integrity  of  such  districts.  In  the  case  of  new  infill  structures  subject 
to  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  process  and  to  existing  zoning  controls,  it  is  further  unlikely 
that  such  a  structure  could,  in  itself,  undermine  the  integrity  of  the  district  such  that  it  would  no 
longer  warrant  inclusion  in  Article  10  as  a  historic  district,  which  is  the  CEQA  standard  of 
significance  as  shown  in  the  language  above. 
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Thus,  it  is  the  above-referenced  combination  of  factors  that  supports  the  conclusion  that  this 
individual  development  would  not  substantially  impact  the  historic  district.  Nonetheless,  as 
noted,  the  Planning  Department,  Planning  Commission  and/or  Board  of  Supervisors  (on  appeal) 
may  deny  the  application  as  inappropriate  or  inconsistent  with  the  historic  district.  It  should  be 
noted  that  the  majority  of  LPAB  recommendations  for  disapproval,  and  Planning  Commission 
actions  disapproving  Certificates  of  Appropriateness  involve  projects  which  have  been  deemed 
exempt  from  environmental  review  or  which  were  the  subject  of  Negative  Declarations,  an 
environmental  document  which,  by  definition,  finds  that  a  project  has  no  potentially  significant 
environmental  effects. 

The  EIR  does  not  rely  on  future  studies  as  a  basis  for  its  conclusions  in  violation  of  the 
Siindstrom  ruling  as  suggested  by  the  commenter.  The  EIR  simply  and  appropriately  identifies 
existing  regulations  that  restrict  the  scope  of  the  project.  For  example,  the  40  foot  height  limit 
and  residential  zoning  both  preclude  developments  inconsistent  with  these  standards.  These 
regulations  would,  for  example,  preclude  the  possibility  of  a  massively  disproportionate 
development  occurring  at  the  site  such  as  the  steel  high-rise  construction  suggested  by  the 
commenter.  Similarly,  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  findings  require  a  determination  by 
decision-making  bodies  that  the  ultimate  permit  be  consistent  with  the  historic  district 
Guidelines,  as  discussed  above. 

A-6)     Because,  as  explained  above  in  the  response  to  Comment  A-2,  an  EIR's  evaluation  of  significant 
impacts  on  the  environment,  including  those  on  historic  architectural  resources,  is  made 
independently  of  the  General  Plan  and  Planning  Code,  the  decision  of  the  Architectural  Review 
Committee  of  the  LPAB  is  not  essential  for  a  CEQA  analysis.  However,  for  informational 
purposes,  the  following  is  added  before  the  last  sentence  of  the  last  paragraph  on  page  1-2: 

At  that  hearing,  the  Architectural  Review  Committee  made  the  following 
recommendations  to  the  project  sponsor: 

•  The  project  in  its  current  design  would  be  denied  a  Certificate  of 
Appropriateness  if  it  were  to  return  to  the  full  Board. 

•  Clarify  issues  of  shadow  impact  on  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden. 

•  Reduce  the  mass  and  size  in  order  to  be  compatible  visually/aesthetically 
with  neighboring  buildings.  A  smaller  building  is  recommended. 

•  The  building  should  be  cottage  style  to  meet  the  intent  of  Article  10. 

•  Return  to  the  Planning  Department  staff  with  future  design  proposals. 

A-7)     The  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board's  (LPAB)  role,  and  that  of  the  LPAB's 

Architectural  Review  Committee,  is  advisory  to  the  Planning  Department  and/or  Planning 
Commission,  which  makes  the  decision  regarding  approval  of  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness. 
The  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  review  by  the  LPAB  is  provided  in  the  DEIR  as  part  of  the 
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conclusion  that  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  of  historic  resources  and  as  one 
of  a  number  of  ameliorating  components  to  the  project.  The  DEIR  does  not  conclude  that 
because  the  project  would  be  subject  to  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  review  that  there 
would  be  no  impact,  only  that  along  with  other  factors,  it  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact. 
Therefore,  the  project  is  not  relying  on  future  analysis  by  the  LPAB  as  a  basis  for  concluding  the 
project  would  not  result  in  a  significant  impact. 

The  "reliance  on  future  studies"  argument  cited  by  the  commenter  is  irrelevant  in  the  present 
instance  as  stated  in  the  response  to  Comment  A-2.  The  decision  on  a  Certificate  of 
Appropriateness  application  is  made  by  the  Planning  Commission  or  Planning  Department  much 
like  any  adjudicatory  decision  as  to  project  compliance  with  height  limits,  use  restrictions,  and 
the  like.  The  DEIR  on  p.  III.B-17  is  merely  stating  that  because  the  project  must  be  granted  a 
Certificate  of  Appropriateness  in  order  to  be  approved,  the  project  therefore  must  be  found  by 
the  Planning  Commission  to  be  in  compliance  with  Appendix  G  of  Article  10  of  the  Planning 
Code.  If  this  finding  is  not  made,  the  project  cannot  be  approved. 

A-8)     The  commenter  is  correct  in  stating  that  the  impacts  of  the  project  must  be  considered 

cumulatively  with  past,  present  and  future  projects.  As  such,  past  and  present  projects  are  part  of 
the  existing  baseline  as  described  in  the  setting  sections  of  the  DEIR.  Further,  since  the  adoption 
of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  in  1985,  two  Contributory  structures  have  been 
demolished  or  altered  such  that  their  Contributory  status  was  lost.  The  construction  of  the 
proposed  project  (which  does  not  involve  the  alteration  or  demolition  a  Contributory  structure), 
when  considered  in  the  context  of  the  loss  of  those  two  Contributory  structures,  cannot  be 
considered  a  significant  cumulative  impact.  As  one  site  in  a  district  containing  more  than  40 
Contributory  structures  and  about  80  structures  overall,  construction  on  this  site  does  not 
represent  a  substantial  change  to  the  district  or  its  collection  of  Contributory  structures. 

A-9)     The  comment  is  suggesting  that  by  defining  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  (Garden)  too  broadly, 
the  DEIR  has  underestimated  the  effects  of  shadow  that  would  be  cast  by  the  proposed  project. 
However,  the  Garden  is  today  arguably  broader  than  the  area  tended  by  its  namesake.  Because 
there  is  no  defined  boundary  for  the  Garden,  a  determination  of  the  boundary  for  the  purposes  of 
the  DEIR  was  based  in  large  part  on  the  graphic  of  the  Garden  shown  on  the  Telegraph  Hill 
Dwellers'  website  at  the  time  the  DEIR  was  prepared.  Ultimately,  the  boundaries  of  the  Garden 
were  not  limited  to  the  area  solely  tended  by  Grace  Marchant  herself,  but  defined  as  the  area  that 
physically  and  visually  functions  as  the  Garden.  This  determination  was  made  by  a  plant 
ecologist  based  on  field  visits. 

The  DEIR  identifies  two  distinct  portions  of  the  Garden  (eastern  and  western)  as  described  on 
page  III.F-1.  This  page  also  makes  the  distinction  that  the  eastern  portion  of  the  Garden  is  the 
"most  intensively  maintained,  colorful,  and  visual  center."  Figure  40  on  page  III.F-5  depicts  the 
boundaries  of  this  area.  The  western  portion  of  the  Garden  was  included  in  the  definition  because 
it  visually  appears  as  part  of  the  Garden  and  an  artificial  line- would  have  had  to  be  drawn  to 
exclude  it.  The  decision  to  include  this  part  of  the  Garden  was  also  based  on  the  effort  to  be 
conservatively  inclusive  by  broadening  the  area  that  could  be  affected.  The  area  of  the  Garden 
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defined  as  such  was  used  for  analysis  of  shadow,  visual,  biological,  and  historic  architectural 
resources. 

A- 10)   Although  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  (and  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  in  which  much  of  it  is 

located)  is  not  a  public  open  space  operated  by  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Department  (and  thus  not 
subject  to  Planning  Code  Section  295 's  shading  restrictions),  the  DEIR  provides  a  complete 
analysis  of  potential  shadow  impacts  because  of  the  importance  of  the  Garden  as  a  public  resource 
and  component  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District.  The  DEIR's  shadow  analysis  concluded  that 
there  would  not  be  a  significant  shadowing  effect  on  these  open  spaces  or  any  other  resource.  As 
stated  in  the  response  to  Comment  A-1,  the  case  report  (s)  for  the  Planning  Commission's 
consideration  will  discuss  consistency  with  the  Proposition  M  Priority  Policies,  including  Policy  8. 
It  will  be  for  the  Planning  Commission  to  determine  consistency  with  the  Priority  Policies.  It 
should  be  noted,  however,  that  the  General  Plan  and  Priority  Policies  are  not  generally  interpreted 
so  as  to  preclude  any  new  shadow  on  non-Section  295  open  spaces.  In  an  urban  environment  such 
as  San  Francisco,  such  a  standard  would  preclude  most  new  construction. 

Please  see  also  the  response  to  Comment  B-36  concerning  shading  effects. 

A- 11)   Page  III.A-2  (Land  Use)  of  the  DEIR  addresses  the  potential  for  impacts  related  to  the 

recreational  use  of  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way,  including  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and 
Filbert  Steps. 

A- 12)   The  project  would  be  visually  prominent,  would  be  located  atop  a  cliff,  and  would  be  larger  than 
adjacent  and  nearby  buildings.  However,  as  a  residential  project  in  compliance  with  local  zoning, 
built  on  an  infill  lot,  and  sharing  characteristics  typical  of  hillside  development,  the  impact  of  the 
project  would  not  be  a  substantial  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect  nor  would  it 
substantially  obstruct  or  degrade  scenic  views. 

A- 13)   The  three  perspectives  from  which  the  photosimulations  were  conducted  were  chosen  as 

representative  views  of  the  project  site  and  were  not  intended  to  literally  depict  all  possible 
views.  The  three  views  (long,  medium,  and  short-range)  were  intended  to  both  communicate  to 
the  reader  what  the  project  would  look  like  and  to  facilitate  the  analysis  of  the  proposed  project's 
potential  for  impacts  on  the  historic  district.  Additional  simulations  from  other  viewpoints,  such 
as  in  the  Garden,  on  Napier  Lane,  other  points  on  Alta  Street,  or  from  much  farther  afield  (the 
Embarcadero  or  the  Bay),  would  not  further  the  accomplishment  of  either  of  these  purposes.  The 
same  would  be  true  for  additional  discussion  about  views  from  such  perspectives. 

Further,  although  the  DEIR  does  not  list  all  of  the  vantage  points  from  which  the  site  can  be  seen 
from  the  middle  range  view,  it  does  acknowledge  that  the  site  is  visible  from  a  variety  of 
perspectives  by  stating  on  page  III.C-2  that  from  just  east  of  Napier  Lane  to  just  east  of  Darrell 
Place,  "views  of  varying  breadth  and  clarity  are  available  to  pedestrians  moving  along  the 
Steps."  The  DEIR  clearly  acknowledges  that  the  site  and  the  Garden  can  be  viewed  together  by 
stating  in  this  same  paragraph,  regarding  the  view  used  for  the  photosimulation,  "From  this 
viewpoint,  the  Garden  is  visible  in  the  foreground." 
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A- 14)   Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-3. 

A- 15)   The  Land  Use  section  (Page  III.A-2)  makes  specific  mention  of  the  city-held  easements,  which 
cover  most  of  the  two  lots  adjacent  to  the  project  site  on  the  west  (with  the  exception  of  the 
existing  buildings).  The  Visual  Quality  (III.C)  and  Shadow  (III.D)  sections  thoroughly  address 
the  potential  for  aesthetic  and  shading  impacts,  respectively,  on  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden. 

A- 16)   The  EIR  properly  identifies  geotechnical  hazards  at  the  site  as  noted  by  the  commenter. 

However,  the  EIR  does  not  rely  on  unspecified  mitigation  measures  to  be  formulated  in  the 
future.  Rather,  it  identifies  the  established  procedures  for  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection 
(DBI)  to  maintain  oversight  of  construction,  including  stipulated  Building  Code  requirements  for 
construction  depending  on  site-specific  circumstances  as  described  below.  Further,  the  EIR 
identifies  the  specific  measures  that  have  been  recommended  for  inclusion  in  the  project  by  the 
geotechnical  experts  preparing  these  preliminary  geotechnical  reports,  and  agreed  to  by  the 
sponsor.  The  commenter  also  refers  to  the  "second  geotechnical  study,"  prepared  by  Cotton, 
Shires  and  Associates.  It  should  be  noted  that  this  is  a  "peer  review"  study  voluntarily  initiated  at 
the  request  of  the  sponsor.  The  sponsor  has  also  agreed  to  incorporate  recommendations  of  the 
Cotton,  Shires  and  Associates  report  in  any  final  soils  report  prepared  for  an  approved  project 
and  subsequent  building  plans.  The  sponsor  has  also  agreed  to  develop  a  health  and  safety  plan 
for  construction  and  specific  elements  of  this  plan  are  described  in  the  EIR  on  page  IV-2. 

The  description  of  the  measures  identified  in  the  preliminary  soils  reports  provide  disclosure  of 
the  types  of  measures  expected  to  be  employed  in  the  construction  program.  The  final  measures 
implemented  for  the  project  would  reflect  the  final  approved  project  design  and  accompanying 
reports  prepared  for  that  design  overseeen  be  DBI.  The  DBI  would  be  responsible  for  reviewing 
final  building  plans  for  compliance  with  structural  design  integrity  and  engineering  safety 
issues.  It  is  important  to  note  that  final  soils  reports  refer  to  final  approved  building  plans. 
Changes  frequently  occur  in  proposed  building  plans  that  are  subject  to  special  authorizations, 
such  as  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  in  this  instance.  Indeed,  it  is  clear  from  the  comments 
received  that  commenters  desire  such  an  outcome.  Any  final  soils  report  would  need  to  address 
changes  in  the  project  design.  Such  final  plans  are  not  normally  known  at  the  time  the 
environmental  review  process  is  completed.  Again,  as  noted,  the  DBI  would  have  available  the 
recommendations  of  both  of  the  preliminary  soils  reports  prepared  for  the  proposed  project  as 
well  as  any  additional  information  and/or  site  specific  soils  report(s)  that  it  might  require  in 
conjunction  with  the  permit  application,  as  needed. 

The  requirement  for  the  Planning  Commission  to  consider  whether  construction  would  endanger 
life,  limb  or  property  applies  to  areas  that  lie  within  "...  cliff  areas  of  the  District..."  shall  be 
subject  to  the  specific  geotechnical  studies  and  Commission  findings  cited  in  the  Telegraph  Hill 
District  Ordinance.  The  sponsor  has  had  such  reports  prepared,  as  described  in  detail,  that  are 
available  to  the  Planning  Commission  as  well  as  the  DBI. 

A- 17)   The  DEIR  found  no  significant  impacts  and  therefore  provided  no  mitigation  measures  other 

than  those  related  to  air  quality  originally  identified  in  the  Initial  Study.  As  explained  above,  the 
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DEIR  is  not  deficient  in  identifying  no  significant  impacts;  in  each  case,  the  analysis  justifies  the 
conclusion.  Improvement  measures  related  to  biology  and  geology  and  seismicity  were  also 
included  in  the  DEIR  for  less  than  significant  impacts.  It  should  be  noted  however,  that  measures 
that  are  required  by  legislation  are  not  identified  as  "mitigation  measures"  under  CEQA. 
Nonetheless,  they  are  mitigative  of  impacts.  The  underlying  "mitigation"  of  potential  geologic 
impacts  are  the  requirements  of  the  Building  Code  and  other  regulatory  statutes  as  noted, 
complemented  by  the  DBI. 

The  measures  identified  as  "Improvement  Measures"  are  provided  for  informational  purposes  as 
actions  that  are  ameliorative  of  geotechnical  effects.  They  are  not  listed  as  mitigations  because 
the  mitigation  is  established  through  the  Building  Code  review  process,  as  noted. 

A- 18)   The  square  footage  figures  included  in  the  DEIR  were  based  on  information  provided  by  the 

project  architect.  Subsequently,  the  project  architect  has  indicated  that  the  figures  included  in  the 
DEIR  were  in  terms  of  "saleable"  square  footage  (a  real  estate-related  term),  and  do  not 
represent  either  "gross  floor  area"  or  "occupied  floor  area,"  which  are  the  terms  used  in  the 
Planning  Code.  This  was  the  case  because  information  on  the  square  footage  of  other  buildings 
in  the  neighborhood  (used  by  the  project  architect  in  making  comparisons  between  the  proposed 
project  and  other  nearby  de\elopment)  is  taken  from  the  San  Francisco  Assessor's  Office,  which 
typically  provides  square  footages  based  on  those  used  by  real  estate  appraisers,  not  the  Planning 
Code  definitions. 

Regardless  of  the  precise  calculation  of  the  proposed  project's  size,  these  discrepancies  do  no 
alter  the  conclusions  of  the  EIR.  which  are  based  in  part  (in  the  case  of  anah  sis  of  shadow, 
visual  impacts,  and  effects  on  the  historic  district)  on  physical  dimensions  such  as  height  and 
width.  The  conclusions  were  not  based  on  building  square  footage,  precisely  because  of  the 
variability  of  different  measures  of  square  footage.  For  clarification,  the  following  revisions  are 
made  to  the  DEIR  (new  language  is  underlined;  deleted  language  is  indicated  with 
strikcthrough): 

On  page  II- 1.  the  second  paragraph  is  re\  ised  as  follows: 

The  project  would  construct  a  six  level,  three-unit  residential  condominium 
structure.  The  building  \\  ould  include  approximately  5.575  5.900  square  feet 
(sq.  ft.)  of  li\  ing  space  oceupiablc  floor  area,  or  about  approximate!)'  1.S60 
1.950  sq.  ft.  per  unit.  Parking  and  circulation  space,  including  the  lobby,  would 
total  about  ^7540  2.200  sq.  ft.,  for  a  total  of  about  TrS+f  S.lOO  sq.  ft.  Each  unit 
would  be  on  two  lex  els  and  would  ha\  e  a  distinct  floor  plan  from  the  other  units. 
Each  unit  would  ha\  e  two  bedrooms  and  two  would  ha\  e  two  bathrooms,  while 
one  would  have  three  bathrooms. 

A  similar  change  is  made  to  the  second  paragraph  on  p.  I-l,  in  the  Summary: 

The  project  would  construct  a  six  le\  el,  three-unit  residential  condoniinium 
structure.  The  building  would  include  approximately  5.575  5.900  square  feet 
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(sq.  ft.)  of  living  space  occupiablc  floor  area,  or  about  approximately  1,860 
1,950  sq.  ft.  per  unit.  Parking  and  circulation  space,  including  the  lobby,  would 
total  about  St340  2,200  sq.  ft.,  for  a  total  of  about         8,100  sq.  ft.  The 
proposed  building  would  cover  about  36  percent  of  the  lot. 

On  page  11-10,  the  following  revisions  are  made  to  Table  1: 


^  As  measured  according  to  the  Planning  Code. 

''Floor  Area,  in  gross  occupied  square  feet,  per  Planning  Code  Sec.  102.10  (excludes  parking  but 
includes  approximately  1,050  sq.  ft.  of  interior  common  area  and  common  stairs). 

£  Excluding  common  areas. 

Including  approximately  2,240  1,200  square  feet  of  parking,  but  excluding  exterior  building 
walls.  Including  exterior  wall  thickness,  gross  floor  area  (per  Planning  Code  Sec.  102.9) 
would  be  approximately  8,550  square  feet. 


The  first  sentence  of  the  fifth  full  paragraph  on  p.  III.B-14  is  revised  as  follows  (new  language  is 
underlined;  deleted  language  is  indicated  with  strikcthrough): 

The  overall  effect  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  an  increase  in  height  of 
approximately  one  story,  width  of  approximately  10  feet  (one  foot  along  Alta 
Street),  and  4,465  4,800  square  feet  of  enclosed  space  (including  2,240 
2.200  square  feet  of  parking  and  common  areas)  when  compared  to  the  McNear 
building  (see  Figures  12  and  13). 
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Site  zoning 

Height  limit  /  Bulk  limit 

Proposed  /  Previous  use 

Proposed  height  (each  elevation) 

Levels 

Setbacks 

Parking  spaces 

Site  area 

Floor  area  ^ 

Number  of  units 

Living  area  e 

Average  unit  size 

Total  building  area^^ 

Lot  coverage 


RH-3,  House-Three-Family 


40  feet  /  none 
Residential  Units 

32  feet  (south),^  73  feet  (north),  and  82  feet  (east) 
Six 

East  =  17-22  feet,  north  =  5 1  feet,  west  and  south  =  0. 
Five 

7,500  square  feet 

5,575  occupiablc  6,900  square  feet 
Three 

5,900  square  feet 
iMQ  1,950  square  feet 
7,815  8,100  total  square  feet 
36  percent 
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Concerning  the  former  McNear  Building  that  previously  existed  on  the  site,  the  second  sentence 
of  the  first  paragraph  on  EIR  p.  1-2  and  of  the  third  full  paragraph  on  EIR  p.  II-3  are  revised  as 
follows  (new  language  is  underlined;  deleted  language  is  indicated  with  strikcthrough): 

This  structure  was  a  five-level,  ^■;£^3.300-occupied-square-foot,  five-unit 
Moderne  building  (about  3,750  total  sq.  ft.  including  lobby  and  circulation 
space). 

Also,  the  first  sentence  of  the  third  full  paragraph  on  p.  III.B-1 1  is  revised  as  follows  (new 
language  is  underlined;  deleted  language  is  indicated  with  strikcthrough): 

McSweeney's  five-level  wood  frame  building,  containing  3,350  occupied 
3.300  square  feet  (occupied  floor  area),  rose  one  and  one-half  levels  above  Alta 
Street  on  the  front  facade,  and  descended  three  and  one-half  levels  below  grade, 
along  the  east  elevation. 

A- 19)   Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-9. 

A-20)   Discussion  of  the  former  McNear  building  and  the  proposed  project's  comparative  qualities  to  it 
is  provided  in  the  DEIR  to  assist  the  reader  in  understanding  the  site's  historic  conditions  and  the 
project's  relative  effects.  The  commenter  questions  the  appropriateness  of  providing  comparison 
to  the  McNear  building  for  perspective.  Discussion  of  the  McNear  building  does  not  serve  as  the 
foundation  forjudging  the  project's  potential  for  significant  effects.  In  the  Historic  Architectural 
Resources  section,  an  assessment  of  the  proposed  project  to  the  McNear  building  serves  as  one 
of  three  contributing  reasons  for  determining  the  project  would  not  have  a  significant  impact  on 
the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  and  is  provided  to  demonstrate  that  the  project  would  have 
similar  stylistic  qualities  to  that  of  a  former  Contributory  structure.  The  shadow  section  discusses 
both  existing  conditions  and  conditions  when  the  McNear  building  was  located  on  the  site,  and 
demonstrates  the  level  of  shade  associated  with  each  on  the  section's  diagrams.  Assessment  of 
the  project's  potential  for  effects  on  visual  quality,  geology,  and  biology  were  also  not  based  on 
its  comparison  to  the  McNear  building. 

A-21)   The  DEIR  does  not  fail  to  compare  the  project  to  a  reasonable  range  of  alternatives  or  to  an 
environmentally  superior  alternative.  As  the  commenter  noted,  CEQA  Guidelines 
(Section  15126(d)(1))  requires  that  the  DEIR  provide  alternatives  that  are  "capable  of  avoiding 
or  substantially  lessening  any  significant  effects  of  the  project."^  This  DEIR  identifies  no 
significant  impacts,  thus  it  is  impossible  for  this  DEIR  to  be  inadequate  in  meeting  this 
requirement.  Nonetheless,  the  DEIR  analyzes  an  alternative  (Alternative  B:  Replacement 
Alternative)  that  would  be  the  same  size  and  style  as  the  previous  Contributory  McNear  building 
and  thus  would  result  in  no  new  impacts  to  the  site  or  district  when  compared  to  the  previous 

-    The  complete  language  of  CEQA  Guidelines  section  15126(d)(1)  reads:  "Purpose:  Because  an  EIR  must  identify  ways  to 
mitigate  or  avoid  the  significant  effects  that  a  project  may  have  on  the  environment  (Public  Resources  Code  Section 
21002.1).  the  discussion  of  alternatives  shall  focus  on  alternatives  to  the  project  or  its  location  which  are  capable  of  avoiding 
or  substantially  lessening  any  significant  effects  of  the  project,  even  if  these  alternatives  would  impede  to  some  degree  the 
attainment  of  the  project  objectives,  or  would  be  more  costly." 
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building.  This  alternative  would  clearly  be  an  environmentally  superior  alternative  that  could 
avoid  or  substantially  lessen  significant  effects  of  the  project,  if  it  had  any. 

Further,  the  Replacement  Alternative  was  not  rejected  by  the  sponsor  solely  on  the  basis  of  not 
complying  with  the  code  requirement  for  off-street  parking.  As  stated  in  section  VI,  Alternatives 
(page  VI-2),  the  sponsor  rejected  this  alternative  because  it  would  "not  meet  two  of  the  primary 
objectives,  to  provide  economically  viable  home-ownership  opportunities  and  to  provide  on-site 
parking."  The  alternative  was  designed  with  no  parking  because  although  the  lack  of  parking 
could  be  addressed  through  a  parking  variance,  inclusion  of  parking  within  the  footprint  of  a 
building  matching  the  McNear  building  would  result  in  even  smaller  units,  thus  making  the 
project  even  less  economically  viable  according  to  the  project  sponsor. 

Nowhere  does  the  DEIR  suggest  that  such  an  alternative  would  be  infeasible,  rather  it  merely 
states  (on  page  VI-2)  that  the  sponsor  has  rejected  this  design  and  that  no  construction  would 
occur  on  the  site  if  this  was  the  approved  design.  The  sponsor  can  reject  an  alternative  based  on 
its  own  assessment  of  whether  or  not  the  alternative  would  meet  their  objectives,  including 
regarding  financial  return.  It  should  be  clear,  however,  that  the  sponsor's  rejection  of  an 
alternative  is  separate  from,  and  does  not  influence  the  analysis  of,  an  alternative's  potential  for 
effects  on  the  environment.  It  is  up  to  decision  making  bodies  to  make  independent  findings  of 
infeasibility  for  alternatives  that  would  mitigate  or  reduce  significant  impacts,  regardless  of  a 
sponsor's  position. 

Further,  the  commenter  states  correctly  that  CEQA  Guidelines  require  that  alternatives  that 
"would  impede  to  some  degree  the  attainment  of  project  objectives"  or  be  more  costly  must  be 
considered.  That  is  exactly  what  the  DEIR  has  done  in  considering  the  Replacement  Alternative. 
This  criterion  set  forth  by  the  Guidelines  pertains  to  the  nature  of  the  alternatives  that  are 
considered  in  the  DEIR,  not  the  design  that  is  ultimately  approved  for  development.  CEQA  does 
not  require,  however,  that  such  an  alternative  be  found  acceptable  to  the  project  sponsor.  It  is 
then  left  to  the  Planning  Commission  to  approve  the  proposed  project,  the  alternative,  or  neither 
of  the  design  schemes. 

As  described  in  Section  B  of  this  Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses,  the  EIR  also  evaluates 
another  alternative  that  would  construct  a  single-family  dwelling  on  the  project  site.  This 
Alternative  C  is  now  the  project  sponsor's  preferred  alternative. 

A-22)   The  City,  as  Lead  Agency,  has  a  responsibility  to  consider  additional  alternatives  suggested  by 
the  public  if  the  suggested  alternatives  would  contribute  new  information  to  the  analysis 
conducted  in  the  DEIR.  The  two  alternatives  that  are  considered  in  the  DEIR  allow  the  document 
to  consider  the  full  range  of  reasonable  scenarios  for  the  project  site.  This  is  the  case  because  the 
No  Project  Alternative  analyzes  potential  effects  if  the  site  remains  empty,  thus  providing  a 
contrasting  scenario  (in  terms  of  potential  for  impacts)  to  the  proposed  project.  The  Replacement 
Alternative  analyzes  potential  effects  of  an  alternative  that  would  have  effects  greater  than  the 
No  Project  Alternative,  but  less  than  the  proposed  project. 
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As  noted  in  the  previous  response,  the  EIR  also  analyzes  an  alternative  that  would  construct  a 
single-family  dwelling  on  the  project  site. 

An  alternative  that  would  involve  construction  of  a  structure  that  would  be  the  same  size  as  the 
McNear  building,  but  that  would  include  parking,  would,  like  the  proposed  project,  result  in  no 
new  land  use  impacts  because  the  residential  nature  of  the  site  would  remain  unchanged.  A 
parking  variance  would  not  be  required  as  would  be  the  case  for  the  Replacement  Alternative.  If 
the  style  of  the  structure  was  in  compliance  with  most  of  the  style  guidelines  set  forth  in  Article 
10,  Appendix  G,  or  if  it  was  a  replica  of  the  McNear  building,  this  alternative  would  not  result  in 
significant  effects  on  the  architectural  resources  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  for 
essentially  the  same  reason  the  proposed  project  would  have  no  significant  effects.  Although  this 
alternative  would  result  in  greater  shade  on  the  Garden  than  existing  conditions,  it  would  not 
result  in  significant  effects  on  the  Filbert  Steps  or  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  since  the  shadow 
would  be  similar  to  that  of  the  McNear  building,  the  conditions  under  which  the  Garden  was 
initiated  and  maintained.  Assuming  a  stylistically  compatible  design,  this  alternative  would  not 
result  in  new  aesthetic  effects  nor  would  it  result  in  substantial  degradation  of  scenic  views.  As 
with  the  proposed  project,  this  alternative  would  not  result  in  new  geologic/seismic  effects  and 
would  in  fact  improve  the  safety  of  the  site,  although  it  would  alter  the  cliffs  in  a  manner  similar 
to  that  of  the  proposed  project. 

An  alternative  that  would  construct  a  building  that  rigorously  conforms  to  the  standards  of 
Article  10,  Appendix  G  and  that  would  be  smaller  than  the  McNear  building  (perhaps  of  a 
similar  size  to  Contributory  buildings  on  the  south  side  of  Alta  Street)  would  also  not  result  in 
new  land  use  effects.  Because  the  structure  would  adhere  to  the  style  guidelines  of  Article  10  and 
would  be  compatible  with  nearby  Contributory  buildings,  it  would  not  result  in  significant 
effects  on  the  architectural  resources  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District.  This  alternative 
would  also  result  in  some  new  shade  on  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  compared  to  existing 
conditions,  although  it  would  not  result  in  significant  effects.  As  with  the  proposed  project,  this 
alternative  would  not  result  in  new  geologic/seismic  effects  and  would  in  fact  improve  the  safety 
of  the  site,  although  it  would  result  in  some  alteration  of  the  cliffs. 

As  demonstrated  above,  the  two  alternatives  recommended  by  the  commenter  would,  like  the 
Replacement  Alternative  analyzed  in  the  DEIR,  fall  into  the  middle  range  of  level  of  impacts 
(between  the  No  Project  Alternative  and  the  proposed  project)  and  would  not  result  in  a  different 
conclusion  in  the  level  of  environmental  effects  than  were  found  for  the  Replacement 
Alternative.  CEQA  does  not  require  that  an  EIR  consider  "every  conceivable  alternative  to  a 
project.  Rather,  it  must  consider  a  reasonable  range  of  potentially  feasible  alternatives  that  will 
foster  informed  decision-making  .  .  ."  (Section  1526.6(a)).  As  demonstrated  by  the  discussion 
above,  decision-makers  can  reasonably  infer  the  environmental  consequences  of  variations  in  the 
project  that  might  fall  between  the  proposed  project,  the  Replacement  Alternative,  and  the  No 
Project  Alternative. 
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of  the  Garden 

1.  General 

fi)  Appropriateness  of  comparing  to  the  prior  building. 

We  note  that  in  many  sections  of  the  DEIR,  the  proposed  building  is  compared  to  the  previous 
building  that  was  located  on  the  site  (Sections  ID  B,  III  C,  and  HI  D  for  example).  We  recognize 
that  under  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code  the  owners  of  the  site  would  have  been  permirted  to 
rebuild  the  previous  building  had  they  applied  to  do  so  wiihin  twelve  months  of  its  demolition  (and 
we  understand  that  this  twelve  month  period  was  extended  for  some  additional  six  or  twelve 
months  by  the  City  pursuant  to  a  coun  settlement  of  litigation  arising  from  the  previous  slide  and 
demolition  on  the  site).  The  owners  have  chosen  not  to  apply  to  reconstruct  the  previous  building. 
The  proposal  that  is  being  considered  today  is  for  an  entirely  new  building  on  a  site  that  has  been 
vacant  for  nearly  seven  years  and  the  decisions  as  to  the  environmental  impacts  of  this  proposed 
building  must  be  made  as  it  compares  to  the  vacant  site  today,  not  as  compared  to  the  conditions 
before  1992  when  the  previous  building  occupied  ihe  site. 

The  previous  building  is  identified  in  the  DEIR  as  an  Alternative  to  the  proposed  project,  however 
as  we  point  out  in  Section  H  of  these  comments  below,  this  Alternative  has  not  been  seriously 
considered  as  is  required  by  CEQA  Guidelines  (an  alternative  that  does  not  provide  parking,  and  is 
therefore  rejected,  cannot  be  considered  a  reasonable  alternative). 

Under  CEQA,  there  is  no  provision  that  permits  an  analysis  of  the  environmental  effects  as 
compared  to  a  prior  structure  that  occupied  the  site  in  the  past.  It  is  not  appropriate  lo  justify  a 
proposed  structure  if  its  justification  is  based  in  whole  or  in  part  on  the  fact  that  it  can  be  compared 
to  a  previous  building  that  once  occupied  the  site.  In  making  a  decision  as  to  the  environmental 
impacts  of  this  project  the  decision  makers  should  ignore  the  sections  and  comments  in  the  DEER 
that  deal  with  comparisons  to  the  prior  project  and  thus  these  sections  and  comments  should  be 
removed  from  the  EIR. 

(ii)  The  Grace  Marchant  Garden  is  not  correctly  described  in  the  DEIR.  Throughout  the  DEIR  the 
Grace  Marchant  Garden  is  depicted  as  stretching  from  DarrcU  Place  to  the  west,  just  past  Napier 
Lane  to  the  east,  the  Filben  Steps  to  the  north,  and  following  an  irregular  line  into  the  nonhcm 
portions  of  prof>erties  lining  Alta  and  Filbert  Streets  (see  Figure  38).  The  reader  may  draw  the 
conclusion  that  the  proposed  building  only  impacts  one  small  comer  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden 
given  this  description.  The  Grace  Marchant  Garden  does  not  in  fact  cover  all  this  area.  The  garden 
that  was  created  by  Grace  Marchant  is  only  the  eastern  portion  of  that  shown  in  the  DEIR,  covering 
the  right  of  way  and  adjoining  private  properties  from  approximately  50  feet  west  of  Napier  Lane 
to  50  feet  east  of  Napier  Lane.  The  upper  areas  of  the  right  of  way  were  not  tended  by  Grace 
Marchant  and  arc,  as  the  DEIR  correctly  indicates  (IHJ-I)  "sorruwhai  more  divided  inio  individual 
plots,  have  less  variery  and  color  in  its  landscaping,  and  function  more  as  the  yards  of  the 
individual  buildings  than  as  a  coherent  unified  garden.'"  The  Board  of  Supervisors  recognized  the 
entire  area  in  1983  when  they  paid  tribute  to  Grace's  efforts,  however  this  was  done  as  there  was 
not  then,  and  the  same  holds  true  today,  any  defined  boundary  to  the  Garden  that  she  created  and 
tended.  It  is  important  to  note  that  the  visual  impact  of  the  building  will  be  experienced  from  all 
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areas  of  the  garden  that  Grace  created.  The  description  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  should  be 
amended  to  correctly  identify  it. 


6-2, 


B.  Project  Description 

(i)  TTie  square  footage  of  the  proposed  building  is  not  correctly  described.  The  DEER  states  (I-l, 
paragraph  2  and  E-l,  paragraph  2)  that  the  building  "would  include  approximately  5,575  square 
feet  (sq.  ft.)  of  occupiable  floor  area,  or  about  approximately  J, 860  sq.  ft.  per  unit.  Parking  and 
circulation  space,  including  the  lobby,  would  total  2,240  sq.  ft.  for  a  total  of  about  7,8  J  5  sq.  ft". 
As  stated  in  our  letter  of  June  8,  there  has  been  much  discussion  to  date  in  an  attempt  to  determine 
the  precise  square  footage  of  the  proposed  project.  Mr.  McEachron's  office  (the  project  architect), 
in  a  fax  to  Mr.  Aaron  Peskin  dated  November  4.  1997  slated  "The  sq.  fig  of  the  building  to  the 
outside  of  walls  is  about  8,400  sq.fi".  The  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers  had  the  plans  reviewed  by  an 
independent  architect  in  mid  1997  who  then  determined  the  project  to  have  8,803  sq  ft.  _ 
Subsequent  to  that  review  the  sponsors  had  some  minor  changes  effected  which  reduced  the  square 
footage  to  8,514. 

As  pointed  out  by  our  attorney,  CEQA  Guidelines  state  that   an  accurate  description  of  the 

project  has  been  required  by  case  law  and  the  state  court  of  appeal  declared  than  an 

accurate,  stable,  finite,  project  description  is  an  essential  element  of  an  informative  and  legally 
sufficient  EIR  under  CEQA. 

"We  requested  in  our  June  8  letter  to  the  Planning  Department  that  an  independent  architect  be 
engaged  to  certify  the  precise  gross  square  footage.  It  is  of  the  utmost  importance  that  the  precise 
square  footage  of  this  project  be  determined  in  order  that  correct  decisions  can  be  made.  We  again 
request  that  an  independent  architect  certify  the  gross  square  footage. 

(ii)  The  description  of  the  building  is  unclear.  The  DEIR  on  page  I-l ,  paragraph  3  and  page  H-  1 , 
paragraph  3  describes  the  building  including  a  sentence  which  reads  "At  the  rear  the  maximum 
dimension  along  the  north  elevation  would  be  approximately  73  feet,  achieved  in  four  separate 
wall  planes,  each  set  back  from  the  one  below".  It  is  unclear  to  the  reader  what  is  meant  by  the 
word  "dimension".  This  word  should  be  replaced  with  "height"  such  that  the  sentence  would  read 
"At  the  rear  the  maximum  height  along  the  north  elevation  would  be  approximately  73  feet, 
achieved  in  four  separate  wall  planes,  each  set  back  from  the  one  below".  The  sentence  will  then 
be  clear  to  the  reader  and  correctly  describe  the  building. 


(iii)  The  project  is  not  correctly  described.  The  DEIR  states  (I-l,  paragraph  3  and  II-3  paragraph 

1)  that  the  "existing  low  concrete  wall  that  runs  along  the  eastern  edge  of  Aha  Street  would 

be  removed".  We  do  not  believe  this  is  correct  and  it  should  read  that  only  that  portion  of  the  wall 
that  fronts  onto  to  the  property,  on  the  northern  edge  of  AJta  Street  would  be  removed. 

(iv)  The  previous  apartment  building  is  not  correctly  described.  The  previous  apartment  building, 
referred  to  in  the  DEIR  as  the  McNear  building  is  described  on  page  1-2,  paragraph  1,  and  page  II- 


SecDon  2 


Page  2 


12A)8/98    5  J4  PM 


22'30  Alta  Street  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
Comments  from  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers.  Alta/Filbert  Preservation  Association  and  Friends 

of  the  Garden 

3,  paragraph  4  as  "a  five  level,  3.250-occupied-square-foot,  five  unit  Modeme  building  (about 
3,750  total  sg.fi  including  lobby  and  circulation  space)".  This  is  not  correct.  There  was  no  lobby 
in  the  previous  building  and  there  was  no  common  enclosed  circulation  space  (access  to  the 
apartments  was  by  exterior  staircase).  The  gross  floor  area  of  the  building  was  3^50  sq.  ft.  as  can 
be  verified  by  reference  to  the  original  plans  that  are  on  file  with  the  City  and  as  is  correctly 
described  in  more  detail  on  page  ID.B-l  1,  paragraph  4. 

Also,  the  DEIR  should  make  it  clear  that  the  word  "level"  as  used  to  describe  the  "five-leveP 
previous  apanment  building  is  not  the  same  as  the  "level"  used  to  describe  the  "six-level"  proposed 
building.  The  previous  apartment  building  had  8  foot  ceilings,  thus  about  9  feet  between  levels  for 
a  total  vertica]  height  from  top  to  bottom  of  50  feet  whereas  the  proposed  building  would  have 
ceiling  heights  of  1 1  feet  on  three  floors,  10  feet  on  two  floors  and  8  feet  on  the  garage  floor  (with 
9  to  12  feet  between  levels)  for  a  total  vertical  height  of  75  feet. 

(v)  The  project  is  not  Code  complying.  Although  this  site  and  this  project  is  subject  to  the  more 
stringent  controls  of  Article  10  we  would  like  to  point  out  that  the  building  as  proposed  does  not 
comply  with  the  existing  Planning  Code.  The  DEIR  on  page  1-2,  paragraph  2  and  page  II-9 
paragraph  1,  states  that  the  project      would  comply  with  Planning  Code  requirements  concerning 
height,  bulk,  and  use  in  the  district  in  which  it  would  be  located."  The  project  would  be  in  an  RH- 
3  district  which  requires  a  minimum  rear  yard  depth  equal  to  45  per  cent  of  total  lot  depth  (Section 
134  (a)(2)).  The  project  lot  is  120  feet  deep  thus  the  required  rear  yard  would  be  54  feet  deep.  The 
proposed  building  at  68  feet  deep  (so  stated  in  the  DEIR  although  we  note  that  the  plans  submitted 
to  the  City  indicate  a  depth  of  68.8  feet)  would  encroach  into  the  required  rear  yard  by  2  feet. 

Section  134  (c)  of  the  Planning  Code  allows  for  a  reduction  in  the  required  rear  yard  based  upon 
the  average  of  the  building  depths  on  the  adjacent  lots.  The  lot  to  the  east  of  the  subject  propeny  is 
vacant  which,  under  Section  134  (c)(3)  is  assumed  to  have  a  building  depth  equal  to  75%  of  lot 
depth  or,  in  this  case  90  feel.  The  building  to  the  west  of  the  subject  lot  has  a  depth  of  47.6  feet. 
The  average  of  these  two  is  68.8  feet  and  we  understand  that  it  is  on  this  basis  that  the  permitted 
building  depth  of  68.8  feet  has  been  calculated. 

However,  the  lot  to  the  east  of  the  subject  lot  (Lot  41  in  Block  106  known  as  21 1  Filbert  Street) 
fronts  onto  Filbert  Street,  not  Alta  Street  (Alta  Street  terminates  at  the  subject  lot  as  the  DEIR 
notes  (I- 1,  paragraph  1).  Section  134  (c)  (4)  (B)  disallows  the  reduction  of  the  required  rear  yard  if 
the  adjacent  building  fronts  on  to  a  different  street.  The  building  as  proposed  does  not  comply  with 
the  Code  requirements. 

(vi)  The  site  is  not  correctly  described.  The  DEIR  describes  (H-l,  paragraph  I)  the  site  as 
^'dropping  more  than  60  feet  vertically  over  its  120  foot  horizontal  length"  .  In  fact  this  should  be 
described  as  dropping  more  than  1 10  feet  vertically  over  its  120  foot  horizontal  length  (see 
sponsor's  survey,  a  reduced  version  of  which  is  shown  as  Figure  40  in  the  DEIR) .  The  difference 
is  imponant  because  it  is  the  magnimde  of  the  steepness  of  the  site  that  causes  the  visual  impact  of 
a  large  building  to  be  so  great  to  the  viewer  below. 
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(vii)  Lot  coverape.  The  DEIR  states  (D- 1 ,  paragraph  3)  that  "proposed  building  would  cover 
about  36  percent  of  the  lot".  This  statement  has  a  footnote  which  states  "because  of  the  site's 
steepness,  particularly  its  eastern  edge,  it  is  likely  that  portions  of  the  site  are  not  suitable  for 
development" .  These  statements  are  misleading  and  apjjcar  to  convey  the  notion  that  the  sponsors 
are  somehow  not  covering  aJl  of  the  lot  that  they  could  cover. 

The  facts  are  that  the  propxDsed  building  is  planned  to  be  as  deep  into  the  lot  as  possible  (and  in  fact 
encroaches  into  the  required  rear  yard  as  noted  above)  and  as  wide  as  can  be  possibly  built.  The 
proposed  building  would  be  built  to  the  maximum  possible  lot  coverage. 

In  order  to  gain  the  maximum  possible  width,  the  sponsors  are  employing  an  extensively 
engineered  foundation  to  place  the  building  on  the  site  and  build  as  far  to  the  east  as  is  realistically 
feasible.  In  fact,  it  is  probable  that  if  they  were  to  go  any  further  to  the  east,  the  building  would 
have  to  be  supponed  by  a  foundation  extending  over  100  feet  to  the  bottom  of  the  cliff  and  onto 
the  adjoining  lot.  The  building,  having  a  foundation  as  close  to  the  cliff  edge  as  possible,  will  then 
be  caniilevered  out  10  feet  funher  over  the  cliff  in  order  to  gain  the  maximum  width  possible. 
Because  of  this  cantilever,  the  building  will  actually  cover  greater  than  100%  of  the  buildable 
portion  of  the  site. 

The  DEER  should  read  that  "proposed  building  ■v.ould  cover  about  36  percent  of  the  lot  which  is 
the  maximum  that  can  be  built  on  this  site 


(viiil  Boildins  height  is  incompleie.  The  DEIR  states  (II- 1)  that  the  "building  height,  measured 
according  to  the  Planning  Code,  would  be  approximately  32  feet  above  street  grade  on  Alta 
Street".  This  is  correct  however  it  does  not  give  the  reader  all  the  facts.  The  fact  is  that  the  street 
grade  ai  this  point  is  anificially  high  having  been  raised  some  7  to  10  ft  following  the  construction 
of  the  Alta  Street  retaining  wall  in  the  1930s  as  noted  on  Page  III.E-3.  As  the  DEIR  is,  among 
other  things,  assessing  the  visual  impact  of  the  building,  the  description  should  be  amended  to  read 
that  the  "building  height,  measured  according  to  the  Planning  Code,  would  be  approximately  32 
feet  above  street  grade  on  Alta  Street,  and  measured  from  the  natural  grade,  would  be  over  50  feet 
in  the  center  of  the  front  property  line" 

(ix)  Project  Sponsor's  objectives  are  not  met.  On  page  11-9  the  DEIR  lists  the  Project  Sponsor's 
Objectives.  The  proposed  building  does  not  meet  the  Sponsor's  third  objective  in  that  it  is  not 
comparable  in  height,  mass  and  exterior  treatment  to  existing  nearby  structures  (or  indeed  any 
existing  nearby  sUTJCturc)  and  to  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District.  As  is  noted  in  these 
comments  there  is  no  objective  analysis  of  this  issue  in  the  DEIR  but  if  there  were,  it  would  be 
dcicrmined  that  this  objective  is  not  being  met. 
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C.  Area  of  Controversy 

0")  The  DEIR  incorrectlv  limits  the  impact  to  historic  architectural  issues.  As  we  set  fonh  in  some 
detail  in  our  June  8  Jetier  appeaJing  the  Initial  Study  (see  Section  3  of  this  rcpon)  the  EIR  must  not 
be  limited  to  the  impact  on  historic  architectural  resources.  The  project  will  have  a  significant 
adverse  environmental  effect  requiring  analysis  in  an  EIR  if  it  will  cause  a  substantial  adverse 
change  in  the  significance  of  an  historical  resource  within  the  meaning  of  Section  21084.1  of 
CEQA.  Here  the  historical  resource  is  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  created  in  1986  to 
preserve  and  protect  the  district's  unique  naniral,  historic  and  architectural  features,  including  the 
cliffs,  the  gardens  and  the  other  open  spaces  as  well  as  the  buildings.  In  addition  to  the 
approximately  55  "contributory"  buildings  (those  which  date  from  the  district's  period  of 
significance  and  retain  their  historic  integrity),  the  ordinance  protects  the  historic  open  space  as  a 
part  of  the  character  of  the  district.  Dealing  specifically  with  the  cliffs.  Article  10,  Appendix  G, 
Sec.  5  provides  that  "[t]he  steep  cliffs,  a  decisive  factor  in  determining  the  historic  development 
pattern  of  the  area,  are  a  highly  significant  aesthetically  important  component  defining  the  setting 
of  the  District."  And  the  final  case  repon  adopted  as  z  pan  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District 
Ordinance  finds  the  District  imponant  as  a  "Visual  Landmark." 

(ii)  Compaiibilitv  with  the  Historic  District  is  not  adeguaielv  addressed.  The  DEIR  states  (1-2, 
paragraph  4)  that  one  of  the  principal  issues  addressed  is 

"Compatibility  of  the  design  (size,  mass  and  architectural  style)  of  the  proposed  structure 
with  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District"'. 

There  is  little  in  the  DEIR  thai  adequately  addresses  this  issue.  There  is  no  objective 
analysis  which  compares  the  size  and  mass  of  the  structure  or  the  architectural  style  to  other 
structures  in  the  District  and  in  particular  to  nearby  structures  and  nearby  contributory 

buildings.  There  are  some  cursory  comments,  "the  project  would  be  more  massive  than 

the  adjacent  structures"  (lU.B-M),  "The  proposed  building  would  be  different  than  nearby 
Contributory  buildings,  either  in  terms  of  style  or  mass"  (in.B-16)  "A//  of  these  structures 
(the  13  nearby  Contributory  buildings)  are  substantially  smaller  in  terms  of  overall  mass 
and  floor  area  than  is  the  proposed  project"  (lE.B-l  6).  Clearly  the  DEIR  u-riters  were 
aware  that  the  proposed  building  would  be  substantially  larger  than  others  in  the  District 
and  of  a  different  architectural  style  to  those  nearby,  yet  they  failed  to  define  for  the  reader 
what  they  meant  by  "substantially"  and  at  the  same  time  they  drew  the  conclusion  that  "the 
relative  size  of  the  proposed  project  represents  a  nominal  change  to  the  district's  setting" 
(III.B-16).  It  would  appear  that  these  two  statements  are  in  conflict.  The  DEIR  should 
objectively  compare  the  size,  mass  and  style  of  the  proposed  building  with  others  in  the 
District  and  particularly  with  other  nearby  Contributory  buildings. 

A  comparison  of  floor  areas,  for  example,  will  reveal  that  the  facts  are  tliat  the  proposed 
project  is  more  than  three  limes  the  size  of  its  neighbor  at  34  AJta  Su^t,  more  than  eight 
limes  the  size  of  the  adjacent  building  at  221  Filbert  Su-eet.  more  than  six  times  the  size  of 
17  Alta  Street,  five  limes  more  than  19  Alta  Street,  and  four  times  more  than  21  or  23  Alia 
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Street  (aJI  nearby  buildings  on  Aha  Street).  These  comparisons  are  based  on  square 
fooiages  of  ihe  relevant  structures  as  recorded  in  the  Assessor's  Office  and  are  summarized 
in  Appendix  A  "A  Survey  of  Adjacent  and  Nearby  Contributory  Buildings  to  the  Proposed 
Project  at  22-30  Alia  Street".  In  fact,  within  a  100  fool  radius  of  the  site,  the  proposed 
building  is  greater  than  twice  the  size  of  the  next  largest  building. 

With  respect  to  mass,  an  objective  analysis  will  show,  for  example,  that,  with  an  enclosed 
volume  of  approximately  98,000  cu  ft,  the  mass  of  the  proposed  building  is  more  than  twice 
the  size  of  one  of  the  adjacent  buildings  (34  Aita  St.  with  an  enclosed  volume  of 
approximately  40,000  cu  ft)  and  more  than  ten  limes  the  size  of  the  other  adjacent  and 
Coniribuiory  building  (221  Filbert  St.  with  an  enclosed  volume  of  approximately  8,000  cu 
ft). 

The  DEIR  must  address  compatibility  with  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  as  it 
indicates  it  would,  and  will  find  that  the  proposed  project  is  plainly  not  compatible. 

The  DEIR  states  that  another  of  the  principal  issues  addressed  is 

"poieniia!  for  impacts  on  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  either  by  shadows  cast  by  the 
proposed  structure  or  during  the  course  of  the  structure 's  construction". 

We  believe,  as  we  shall  demonstrate  below,  that  the  shadow  cast  by  the  proposed  structure 
has  been  inadequately  analyzed  and  false  conclusions  drawn.  We  also  believe  that  the 
visual  impact  of  so  massive  a  structure  so  close  to  the  Garden  has  been  virtually  ignored  in 
the  DEIR.  The  top  of  the  proposed  building  will  rise  some  100  feet  above  the  Garden 
center  and  will  be  100  feet  horizontaJly  distant  -  this  massive  size  of  building  will  create  a 
dominating  presence  that  will  be  felt  on  visitors  to  the  Garden  and  will  forever  and 
irrevocably  change  the  look  and  feel  of  this  very  special  place. 

(ii)  Prior  review  bv  the  Landmarks  Board  is  incorrectly  retx)ned.  The  DEIR  states  (1-2,  paragraph 
4)  that  "according  to  the  project  sponsor,  subsequent  to  review  by  the  Architectural  Review 
Committee  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board,  the  project's  height,  bulk  and  square 
footage  were  all  reduced  in  response  to  neighborhood  concerns '\ 

This  statement  is  simply  not  true.  The  fact  is  that  the  project  sponsor  has  made  absolutely  no 
concession  to  the  neighborhood  in  height  bulk  and  square  footage  from  the  very  first  proposal  put 
forward  for  the  site.  The  minor  changes  referred  to  in  B  (i)  above,  which  resulted  in  a  reduction  of 
a  few  hunded  square  feet  were  initiated  at  the  request  of  the  Planning  Department,  and  not  in 
response  to  neighborhood  concerns.  The  first  proposal  that  the  project  sponsor  put  forward  was  in 
1995  when  a  conceptual  design  was  proposed  to  the  LPAB  and  shown  to  neighbors  -  the  sponsor 
stated  that  design  to  have  8,000  sq.  ft  in  gross  floor  area  and  to  rise  two  stories  above  Alta  Street 
(sec  Appendix  K).  Subsequent  to  that  preliminary  review  by  the  LPAB  and  in  February  1997  the 
project  sponsor  presented  neighbors  with  a  substantially  larger  design  having  over  12,000  sq.  ft  of 
floor  area  and  rising  three  stories  above  Alta  Suret.  The  project  sf>onsor  then,  six  weeks  later, 


Section  2 


Page  6 


5:54  PM 


22-30  Alta  Street  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
Comments  from  Tdegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  Alta/Filbert  Preservation  Association  and  Friends 

of  the  Garden 

reduced  that  design  to  thai  which  was  presented  to  the  ARC  in  November  97  and  is  the  subject  of 
the  DEIR.  This  design  is,  in  fact,  larger  than  that  originally  presented  in  1995  and  the  claim  that  a 
reduction  in  height  bulk  and  square  footage  was  made  in  response  lo  neighborhood  concerns,  is 
faJse  and  clearly  unsupportable. 

It  is  therefore  not  correct  for  the  DEIR  to  characterize  the  November  97  ARC  review  as  of  a 
"scaled  down  proposaf  (1-2). 

Furthermore  the  DEER  fails  to  menuon  the  outcome  of  that  review.  If  the  writer  felt  that  it  was 
worth  noting  that  the  project  had  been  reviewed  by  the  ARC  surely  the  writer  should  note  how  the 
project  was  regarded  by  the  ARC.  In  fact  the  ARC  made  the  following  recommendations  to  the 
project  sponsor; 

•  Advise  thai  project  in  its  current  design  would  be  denied  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  if  it 
were  to  return  to  the  full  Board 

•  Clarify  issues  of  shadow  impact  on  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden 

•  Reduce  the  mass  and  size  in  order  to  be  compatible  visually/aesthetically  with  neighboring 
buildings.  A  smaller  building  is  recommended. 

•  Advise  that  the  building  should  be  cottage  style  to  meet  the  intent  of  Article  10. 

•  Return  to  the  Planning  Deparment  staff  with  future  design  proposals. 

(Final  Minutes  of  the  Landmarks  Advisory'  Board,  November  5.  1997.  See  Appendix  E). 

D.  Historic  Architectural  Resources 

(i)  The  DEIR  does  not  assess  the  project's  impact  on  all  the  nearby  historic  resources.  Within  the 
Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  there  are  other  historic  resources  besides  the  Contributory 
buildings  and  the  District  as  a  whole.  As  stated  in  the  ordinance  "the  character  of  said  Historic 
District  shall  mean  the  architectural  features  and  historic  open  space  referred  to  in  the  case  report". 
The  DEIR  does  not  assess  the  project's  impact  on  those  resources.  Specifically  the  impact  on  the 
Grace  Marchant  Garden,  and  the  cliffs  surrounding  the  site,  as  historic  resources,  are  not  discussed. 
Both  of  these  are  identified  in  Article  10  as  either  "significant"  or  "renowned"  and  both  are 
described  in  greater  detail  in  the  case  report  dated  August  7,  1985  which  is  incorporated  as  pan  of 
Article  10. 

The  proposed  project  would  cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  the  Grace 
Marchant  Garden,  a  historic  resource,  by  altering  its  immediate  surroundings.  Specifically,  the 
casting  of  shadow  across  the  Garden  for  long  periods  in  the  year  would  materially  alter  the  physical 
characteristics  of  the  Garden.  This  Garden  is  a  public  resource  of  national  and  international 
renown.  The  Garden  was  recently  featured  in  Gianni  Longo's  book  "Great  American  Public 
Places"  and  it  is  no  coincidence  that  it  is  the  first  such  public  place  to  be  mentioned  in  the  book, 
(see  Appendix  N).  Furthermore  the  City  has  accepted  conservation  easements  over  portions  of  the 
Garden  that  fall  across  private  properties  (sec  Appendix  I)  and  is  thus  enunsted  with  protecting  this 
special  place  for  the  perpetual  enjoyment  of  the  public. 
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The  proposed  project  would  cause  a  substantial  adverse  change  in  the  significance  of  the  cliffs 
around  the  site,  a  historic  resource,  by  covering  portions  with  gunite,  shotcrete  and  skirt  walls,  and 
disfiguring  other  p>oriions  with  rockbolts,  wire  netting  and  drainage  systems  such  that  the  physical 
characteristics  of  the  cliffs  that  convey  their  historical  significance  would  be  materially  altered  in 
an  adverse  manner. 


(ii)  The  conclusion  in  the  DEIR  cannot  be  drawn.  The  DEIR's  conclusion  (1-3,  paragraph  2)  is 
that  "the  project 's  impact  would  not  result  in  substantial  modifications  to  the  historic  district  as  a 
whole,  nor  would  result  in  a  compromise  in  the  integrity  or  significance  of  any  of  the  adjacent 
buildings  that  are  identified  as  Contributory  to  the  district." 

This  conclusion  is  "substantiated  by  three  primary  factors" 

1.  Since  the  proposed  project  involves  the  construction  of  a  single  code  complying  structure  on  a 
single  piece  of  property  within  an  historic  district  that  includes  eighty  structures  and  covers 
many  blocks,  the  resultant  change  is  insufficiently  large  to  compromise  the  district  itself  or  to 
affect  the  significance  of  other  surrounding  properties  in  any  meaningful  way.  (1-3) 

This  statement  is  saying  that  one  building  (even  if  it  is  substantially  larger  than  the  others)  in  a 
district  of  some  88  buildings  is  not  going  to  make  a  significant  difference  to  the  district  as  a  whole. 
This  argument  cannot  be  made  given  the  requirements  of  CEQA.  The  DEIR  must  address  the 
impact  on  individual  architectural  resources  within  the  District  as  the  Initial  Study  indicated  that  it 
would  {"The  project 's  potential  effects  on  historic  architectural  resources  and  other  contributing 
elements  of  the  district  as  prescribed  in  the  Planning  Code  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR"  Page  20, 
Section  ID  B  (13)).  This  has  not  been  done  in  the  DEIR  and  it  is  not  appropriate  to  limit  discussion 
to  the  impact  of  the  building  on  the  district  as  a  whole.  In  a  Historic  District  such  as  on  Telegraph 
Hill,  with  86  different  properties  covering  parts  of  four  city  blocks  over  varying  topography,  it  is 
hard  to  conceive  what  structure,  shon  of  a  power  station,  could  be  considered  to  impact  the  District 
as  a  whole. 


5-n 


2.    As  a  Replacement  for  a  lost  Contributory  structure,  the  project  would  not  irreparably  or 
substantially  alter  the  historic  setting  as  a  character  defining  feature  of  the  district  or  the 
nearby  buildings.   While  the  proposed  building  would  provide  parking,  and  would  be  taller, 
wider,  and  enclose  more  square  footage  than  its  predecessor,  the  degree  of  change  would  be 
insufficient  to  adversely  affect  any  neighboring  building 's  Contributory  status. 

The  project  would  iircparably  and  substantially  alter  the  historic  setting  by  disfiguring  the  cliffs 
and  by  shading  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden. 

Furthermore,  the  conclusion  above  can  only  be  drawn  if  the  replacement  is  the  same  as  that  which 
it  is  replacing.  This  is  clearly  not  the  case  here.  As  we  point  out  elsewhere  we  do  not  believe  that 
it  is  appropriate  to  compare  the  proposed  project  to  what  was  previously  on  this  site,  however  as 
the  uTiter  of  the  DEIR  has  made  this  inappropriate  comparison  we  feel  compelled  to  point  out  the 
inaccuracies  therein.  The  narrative  comparison  between  the  two  buildings  is  incomplete. 
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inaccurate  and  not  objective.  The  proposed  building  is  over  two  a  haJf  times  the  size  of  the  old 
building  in  terms  of  floor  area  (8,500  sq.  ft  versus  3,250),  nearly  three  limes  the  size  in  terms  of 
volume  (98,000  cu  ft  versus  35,000),  60%  higher  in  overall  elevation  (82  ft  top  to  bottom  versus  50 
ft),  50%  wider  (34  ft  versus  23  ft)  and  10%  deeper  (68  ft  versus  61  ft).  Furthermore  this  analysis 
docs  not  take  into  account  the  effect  of  the  proposed  terraces  which  will  serve  to  further  enlarge  the 
pnjposed  building  from  a  visual  perspective.  The  fact  is  that  the  proposed  replacement  is 
substantially  different  from  that  which  it  is  replacing  and  the  conclusion  cannot  be  made. 

The  argument  that  the  proposed  building  would  be  "insufficient  to  adversely  affect  any  neighboring 
building 's  Contributory  status"  is  misleading.  The  proposed  building,  no  matter  how  large,  could 
not  affect  the  Contributory  stams  of  any  neighboring  building  unless  it  were  to  somehow  cause  the 
demolition  or  actual  physical  change  to  that  Contributory  building;  clearly  that  is  not  going  to 
happen.    Put  another  way,  the  proposed  building  could  be  500  feet  high,  be  constructed  of 
reinforced  concrete,  have  no  windows  and  it  would  still  not  affect  the  Contributory  status  of  its 
neighbor.  The  argument  is  inappropriate  to  use  as  a  basis  for  concluding  that  the  proposed 
building  would  have  no  impact  on  nearby  historic  resources.  The  DEIR  must  assess  objectively  the 
compatibility  of  the  proposed  building  with  nearby  Contributory  buildings. 

The  Historic  Architectural  Resources  section  of  the  DEIR  makes  some  cursory  comparisons  of  the 
proposed  building  to  cenain  non  Contributory  buildings  in  the  district  {"'the  height  of  the  proposed 
building  would  be  no  more  than  five  feet  taller  on  both  the  Aha  Street  and  Filbert  Street  elevations 
than  the  adjacent  building  (34  Aha  Street)  or  the  two  buildings  (40  and  50  Aha  Street)  immediately 
to  the  west  of  the  adjacent  building"  (III.B-14))  but  there  are  absolutely  no  objective  comparisons 
to  the  nearby  Contributor}'  buildings  despite  the  fact  that  such  comparisons  have  been  provided  to 
the  Department  of  Planning  in  the  past  (June  8  letter  to  Planning  Commission  in  Section  3)  and 
arc,  to  this  day,  on  file  with  the  Department. 

3.    As  part  of  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  process,  the  proposed  project  is  subject  to 
review  and  approval  by  the  Director  of  Ciry  Planning  and/or  the  City  Planning  Commission 
acting  with  advice  from  LPAB.  As  such  the  project  would  be  closely  evaluated  for  its 
compatibility  with  the  guidelines  set  forth  in  Appendix  G  of  Article  10  of  the  Planning  Code. 

The  project  has  not  yet  been  reviewed  by  the  full  LPAB  and  the  Planning  Commission.  The  fact 
that  it  will  be  subject  to  this  review  cannot  be  turned  around  to  say,  therefore  there  is  no  impact. 
This  is  a  nonsense  argument.  Furthermore,  as  stated  above,  the  project  has  been  reviewed  by  the 
Architectural  Review  Comminee  of  the  LPAB  who  found  that,  among  other  things,  it  would  be 
denied  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  and  that  it  should  be  reduced  in  mass  and  size. 

fiii)  The  Historic  District  is  not  correctly  described.  The  DEIR  on  page  UI.B-l  paragraph  3 
describes  the  Historic  District  as  containing  "SO  structures  on  88  parcels,  including:  44 
contributing  structures:  JO  altered/contributing  structure  built  during  the  district's  period  of 
significance  but  lacking  in  integrity:  26  non-contributors  that  were  buih  after  1941  that 
presumably  lack  architectural  and/or  historic  significance;  and  15  undeveloped  parcels  that  are 
neither  contributing  or  non-contributing  because  they  are  street  rights-of-way  or  vacant  lots". 
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This  description  is  not  correct.  A  review  of  the  1985  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
Case  Repon  that  supponed  the  adoption  of  the  District,  together  wiih  what  was  actually  enacted 
and  what  has  happened  to  the  District  in  the  intervening  13  years  will  reveal  that  the  District 
contains  "80  buildings  on  86  parcels,  including:  46  Contributory  buildings;  8 
Coniribuiory/Aliered  buildings  which  date  from  the  District's  period  of  significance  but  which 
have  had  their  historic  integrity  compromised  by  inappropriate  alterations;  26  non-contributory 
buildings  that  were  built  after  the  District's  period  of  significance;  J  J  undeveloped  parcels  that 
are  vacant  lots;  and  several  undeveloped  street  rights-of-way,  many  of  which  are  contributory 
elements  of  the  District  as  mentioned  in  the  Ordinance  and  the  Case  Report ". 

(iv)  The  proposed  building  does  not  conform  to  the  style  guidelines  of  Article  10  Apr>endix  G. 
Under  Guidelines  on  page  in.B-6  the  DEIR  lists  each  of  the  individual  guidelines  from  Section  7 
Appendix  G  to  Article  10  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning  Code.  The  DEIR  later  states  Cin.B-17  and 
III.C-7)  "the  proposed  design  would  be  in  conformance  with  most  of  the  guidelines  in  Article  70", 
yet  there  is  no  guideline-by-guideline  assessment  to  support  this  conclusion.  There  is  some 
comment  (III-B-16,  paragraph  3)  where  the  writer  attempts  to  argue  that  compatibility  with  nearby 
contributory  buildings,  as  is  required,  does  not  apply  to  modem  style  buildings  {"This  statement 
(Section  7(c)  of  Appendix  G)  does  not  differentiate  among  the  variety  of  architectural  styles  of 
those  buildings  and,  as  such,  some  of  the  guidelines  are  not  applicable  to  modem  style  buildings"). 

The  proposed  building  would  not  in  fact  conform  to  most  of  the  style  guidelines.  There  are  seven 
style  guidelines  listed: 


(a)  Bay  windows  and  porticos  are  discouraged. 

(b)  Porches  and  balconies  are  encouraged. 

(c)  Gable  roof  forms  are  encouraged. . 

(d)  The  mass  of  new  buildings  should  relate  to 
the  topographical  contour  of  the  site,  and  be 
compatible  with  adjacent  buildings. 


(e)  The  use  of  horizontal  rustic  wood  siding  is 
encouraged  over  other  surfacing  materials. 
Masonry  surfaces  may  be  appropriate  in  sub- 
areas  with  a  concentration  of  Art  Modeme  or 
International  Style  building. 


The  project  has  bay  windows. 

The  project  has  terraces. 

The  project  has  flat  roof  forms. 

The  mass  slopes  to  the  north  with  the  site  but 
not  to  the  east  (as  the  site  slopes).  The  mass 
being  more  than  twice  the  adjacent  building  at 
34  Alta  St.  and  over  ten  times  that  of  the  other 
adjacent  building  at  221  Filbert  St.  is  not 
compatible. 

The  site  is  not  located  in  a  subarca  with  a 
concentration  of  Art  Modeme  or  International 
Style  building  and  it  does  not  have  horizontal 
wood  siding.  (See  survey  in  Appendix  A) 


CO  NT. 


(f)  Fenestration  should  be  proportionate  and  in       The  proposed  fenestration  is  not  in  scale  with 
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scale  with  Traditional  patiems  within  the  district,     traditional  patiems  in  the  district  and  is 
Wooden  sash  is  encouraged  over  aluminum  or        understood  to  be  metal  sash. 
other  metal  sash. 


(g)  Detailing  should  relate  to  the  simple.  The  detailing  does  not  relate  to  the 

straighrfonvard  traditional  vernacular  forms         straightforward  vernacular  forms  in  the 
found  in  the  district.  district. 

Out  of  the  seven  style  guidelines,  the  proposed  project  can  only  be  said  to  conform  to  one  and  to  be 
in  conflict  with  the  other  six.  The  DEIR's  statement  that  the  proposed  building  would  conform  to 
"most  of  the  guidelines"  is  plainly  incorrect.  The  DEIR  must  state  that  the  "the  proposed  design 
would  not  be  in  conformance  with  at  least  six  of  the  seven  guidelines  in  Article  10". 

(\)  Height  comparison  with  neighboring  buildings.  The  DEIR,  in  the  Historic  Architecmral 
Resources  Evaluation  of  Project  Impacts  (III.B-14),  compares  the  height  of  the  proposed  building 
with  that  of  34, 40  and  50  Alia  Street.  However  the  DEIR  fails  to  note  that  34, 40  and  50  Alta 
Street  are  not  Contributory  buildings  and  their  relevance  to  the  evaluation  of  impacts  on  historic 
architectural  resources  is  therefore  wonhless. 


In  the  Evaluation  of  Project  Impacts  on  Historic  Architectural  Resources  there  is  very  little  comparison 
analysis  with  any  of  the  nearby  Contributory  buildings  or  historic  resources  within  the  District  other  thr 
to  say  that  of  the  13  Contributory  buildings  within  a  radius  of  100  feet,  "only  one  is  of  a  Modem 
architectural  style  and  a  majority  are  Italianate  in  design.  Further,  all  of  these  structures  are 
substantially  smaller  in  terms  of  overall  mass  and  floor  area  than  is  the  proposed  project."  The  DEIR 
must  objectively  qualify  what  it  means  by  "substantially  smaller".  It  must  also  evaluate  whether  the 
proposed  design  with  its  roots  in  the  Modeme  style  is  appropriate  in  this  setting  with  its  preponderance 
non-Modeme  Contributory  buildings  (see  Appendix  A),  A  Survey  of  Adjacent  and  Nearby  Contributor 
Buildings  to  The  Proposed  Project  at  22-30  Alta  Street  for  an  objective  analysis). 


The  DEIR  states  that  "The  proposed  structure  would  be  taller  than  the  McNear  building  (the 
former  building  on  the  project  site),  in  part,  due  to  the  need  to  accommodate  a  Code-required 
parking  garage"  (HI  B-I4,  paragraph  2).  As  we  point  out  elsewhere  we  do  not  believe  that  it  is 
appropriate  to  compare  the  proposed  project  to  what  was  previously  on  this  site,  however  as  the 
writer  of  the  DEIR  has  made  this  inappropriate  comparison  we  feel  compelled  to  point  out  the 
inaccuracies  therein.  The  implication  from  the  statement  in  the  DEIR  is  that  it  would  not  have 
been  possible  to  accommodate  the  required  garage  without  adding  a  story.  That  is  clearly 
inaccurate.  It  is  perfectly  feasible  to  accommodate  the  garage  without  the  need  to  build  two  stories 
above  it  The  sentence  should  be  deleted. 


(vi)  Paragraphs  3  and  the  first  sentence  of  paragraph  6  on  page  in.B-14  compare  the  proposed 
building  to  the  previous  building  on  the  site,  the  McNcar  building.  These  paragraphs  are  pan  of 
the  section  titled  "Evaluation  of  Project  Impacts"  within  the  Historic  Architectural  Resources 
Chapter  of  the  DEIR.  As  we  have  stated  above,  the  proposed  project  cannot  be  justified  under 
CEQA  by  comparing  it  to  the  previous  building  that  occupied  the  site.  Paragraph  3  and  the  first 
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sentence  of  paragraph  6  on  page  III.BI4  should  therefore  be  deleted.  Having  said  that  we  are 
again  compelled  to  point  out  the  inaccuracy  of  the  DEIR's  comments  notwithstanding  that  they  are 
inappropriate  in  the  first  place. 

The  project  would  not  appear  as  if  an  addiu'onal  story  were  placed  in  the  middle  of  the  prior 
building  (the  other  stories  of  the  old  and  the  proposed  building  are  not  comparable  in  height,  the 
width  of  the  proposed  building  is  substantially  greater,  and  the  depth  is  greater).  It  is  not  correct  to 
say  that  the  overall  effect  would  be  an  increase  in  height  of  approximately  one  story  unless  that 
story  happens  to  be  about  30  feet  high  (the  proposed  building  will  have  a  maximum  height  of  82 
feet  whereas  the  prior  building's  maximum  was  50  feet).  It  is  also  not  correct  to  say  that  the 
proposed  building  would  have  an  increase  of  4,465  sq.  ft  compared  to  the  prior  building  (the 
increase  would  be  over  5^50  sq.  ft  or  160%  of  the  prior  building). 

(vii)  Sub  area  of  large  non-contributory  buildines  does  not  exist.  The  DEIR  states  on  page  IH.B- 
14,  paragraph  6,  that  "because  ihe  projeci  site  is  wiihin  a  subarea  of  the  district  that  contains  large 
non-contributory  buildings,  the  project's  increased  volume  would  not  be  incompatible  with 
adjacent  construction." 

This  statement  is  without  foundation  and  should  be  deleted: 

a)  Within  100  feel  of  the  project  site  there  arc  1 9  structures.  13  of  these  are  Contributory  (or 
Contributory/Altered)  buildings  and  6  of  them  are  non  Contributory.  This  cannot  therefore  be 
described  as  a  subarea  of  non  Conuibutory  buildings. 

b)  The  non  Contributory  buildings  that  are  within  the  100  foot  radius  are  not  large  when 
compared  lo  the  proposed  building.  None  of  the  three  largest  (34, 40  and  50  Alta  Street)  are 
even  half  the  size  of  the  proposed  building  when  measured  by  volume.  If  they  can  be 
described  as  large,  then  the  proposed  building  must  be  described  as  massive. 

c)  Thirdly,  this  statement  completely  ignores  the  fact  that  "adjacent  construction"  includes  221 
Filbert  Street,  a  contributory  building,  which  is  less  than  one  tenth  of  the  size  of  the  proposed 
building. 


(viii)  Lot  coverage  is  not  a  measure  of  impact  on  historic  resources.  The  DEIR  states  on  page 
ni.B-M  that  "because  the  project  site  is  relatively  large,  compared  to  other  lots  in  the  district,  the 
proposed  structure  would  have  a  smaller  percentage  of  lot  coverage  than  most  other  buildings  in 
the  district..." 

In  an  analysis  of  the  proposed  building's  impact  on  Historic  Architectural  Resources  this  statement 
has  no  relevance.  Percentage  of  lot  coverage  is  not  an  indicator  of  impact  on  historic  resources. 

(ix)  The  model  of  the  previous  building  is  inaccurate.  The  architect's  model  shown  in  Figure  12 
on  page  IH.B- 12  is  inaccurate.  The  previous  building  on  the  site  had  no  stair  lower  at  the  south 
east  as  is  shown  on  the  model.  The  model  shows  a  wall  underneath  the  exterior  stairs  descending 
until  it  meets  the  grade.  This  is  not  correct.  When  the  building  was  on  the  site  the  grade  sloped  up 
underneath  the  exterior  stairs  such  that  there  was  no  wall  visible.  It  was  this  dirt  that  unraveled  and 
slid  in  1992.  Figure  8,  an  aerial  photograph  of  the  east  side  of  Telegraph  Hill  including  a  view  of 
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the  previous  building,  does  not  show  the  entire  east  fagade  of  the  previous  building  but,  if 
examined  closely,  it  shows  enough  to  indicate  that  the  model  is  not  accurate.  The  visual  bulk  was 
massively  less  as  the  previous  building  truly  stepped  down  the  slope  and  was  not  triangular  in  form 
as  shown  (and  as  is  the  proposed  project).  This  can  be  verified  by  examining  the  original  plans  of 
the  previous  building  which  are  on  file  with  the  City  (see  Appendix  M  for  a  copy  of  the  microfiche 
file),  and  looking  at  photographs  of  the  previous  building  which  we  can  supply  to  the  Planning 
Department.  The  photograph  of  the  model  should  be  removed  from  the  DEIR.  The  DEIR,  in  order 
to  be  objective  should  show  the  elevations  of  the  prior  building  along  side  the  elevations  of  the 
proposed  building  (to  the  same  scale)  so  that  readers  can  make  a  true  comparison  of  the  relative 
sizes  (sec  Appendix  D). 


E.  Visual  Quality 

(i)  There  is  no  basis  for  the  conclusions  drawn.  The  DEIR's  conclusion  (1-3,  paragraph  4)  is  that 
"Because  the  project  would  not  visually  alter  the  overall  residential  character  of  the  existing 
neighborhood,  be  of  such  a  scale  as  to  stand  out  from  locations  other  than  those  with  direct  views 
of  the  site,  or  introduce  building  materials  or  an  architectural  style  that  are  foreign  to  the 
surrounding  neighborhood,  the  project  would  not  result  in  a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative 
aesthetic  effect. " 

This  conclusion  cannot  be  drawn  from  the  three  reasons  stated  in  the  DEIR  if  the  facts  are 
considered. 

a)   By  creating  a  building  with  a  mass  more  than  ten  times  that  of  one  of  its  immediate  neighbors, 
the  project  would  visually  alter  the  overall  residential  character  of  the  neighborhood.  The 
residential  character  of  the  neighborhood  is  one  of  mixed  residences,  some  single  family 
dwellings  and  some  multi-unit  apartment  buildings.  Some  of  these  buildings  are  larger  than 
others,  however,  none,  that  are  or  will  be  in  sight  of  the  project  site,  are  anywhere  near  the  size 
of  the  proposed  building.  Within  a  100  foot  radius  of  the  project  site  the  next  largest  building 
is  less  than  half  the  siz.e  of  the  proposal. 

Figure  17  correctly  shows  the  proposed  view  from  the  Filbert  Steps.  It  should  be  pointed  out 
that  this  photograph  shows  three  of  the  largest  existing  buildings  in  the  neighborhood  all  of 
which  are  clearly  substantially  smaller  than  the  proposed  building.  The  photograph  also  shows 
221  Filbert  Street  which  is  completely  dwarfed  by  the  proposed  building.  And  all  of  this  is 
shown  with  a  tree  that  obscures  a  large  pan  of  the  proposed  building  -  if  built,  that  tree,  which 
is  deciduous,  will  not  obscure  the  building  in  real  life  as  well  as  it  does  in  the  photograph  and 
in  winter  when  its  leaves  arc  gone,  it  will  not  obscure  it  at  all. 

(If  the  DEIR  uTiter  means  that  the  residential  nature  of  the  building  conforms  to  the 
residential  nature  of  the  neighborhood,  therefore  it  is  compatible,  this  argument  is 
inappropriate  -  the  same  would  hold  true  if  the  proposed  building  were  a  30  story  apartment 
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building.  Clearly  such  a  building  would  alter  the  visual  quality  of  the  neighborhood  as  does 
the  proposed  building). 

b)  The  statement  that  "it  would  not  ....be  of  such  a  scale  as  to  stand  out  from  locations  other 
than  those  with  direct  views  of  the  site"  makes  no  sense.  If  one  doesn't  have  a  direct  view  how 
could  it  stand  out 

c)  The  building  would  introduce  building  materials  and  an  architectural  style  that  are  foreign  to 
the  surrounding  neighborhood.  Indeed  the  DEIR  itself  says  "the  project  would  not  be  of  a 
style  similar  to  that  of  most  of  the  buildings  immediately  surrounding  the  site  "  (1-3). 

The  DEIR  states  that  "there  are  three  primary  vantage  points  from  which  the  site  can  be  viewed" 
and  it  goes  on  to  describe  where  those  sites  are. 

Saying  that  the  site  can  be  viewed  from  three  vantage  points  is  misleading.  The  site  can  in  fact  be 
viewed  from  three  distinct  sides  but  it  is  important  to  note  that  for  each  side  there  is  a  wide  area 
from  which  the  site  can  be  seen.  For  example,  the  first  considered  in  the  DEIR  is  the  side  viewed 
from  below.  It  is  said  to  be  from  Sansome  Street  just  north  of  Filbert  Street.  However  the  site  is 
clearly  visible  from  substantially  funher  afield.  The  site  is  in  plain  view  from  Levis  Plaza, 
surrounding  streets,  the  Embarcadero  and  even  the  Bay.  The  proposed  building  will  be  in  full 
view  from  these  locations  and  the  reader  must  understand  that  the  view  of  the  site  from  below  is 
not  limited  to  the  area  around  Sansome  and  Filbert. 

Funher.  the  second  of  the  three  vantage  points  is  described  to  be  "...from  the  Filbert  Steps,  from 
just  east  of  Napier  Lane  to  just  east  of  Darrell  Place".  This  does  not  adequately  describe  how 
visible  the  site  is  from  this  "vantage  point".  The  site  and  the  proposed  building  will  be  visible  to 
the  same  extent  that  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  is  visible  from  the  Filbert  Steps.  That  is  to  say 
that  as  one  descends  down  the  Filbert  Steps,  the  Garden  will  be  visible  and  with  it,  the  enormous 
bulk  of  the  proposed  building  as  a  backdrop.  Moreover  it  will  be  visible  the  entire  length  of  Napier 
Lane,  the  City's  last  surviving  wooden  boardwalk  alley,  another  contributing  element  of  the 
Historic  District,  where  it  will  act  as  a  backdrop  to  the  many  nineteenth  century  wooden  two  and 
three  story  structures  that  continue  to  exist  there  today.    This  must  be  made  plain  to  the  reader. 
Appendix  F  contains  two  photo-simulations  of  the  proposed  building  showing  the  enormous  bulk 
of  the  building  as  it  would  appear  from  the  north. 

On  page  1-4,  in  paragraphs  1 , 2  and  3,  the  DEIR  has  identical  sentences  stating  "when  compared  to 
pre- 1992  conditions  when  the  McNear  building  was  located  on  the  site,  the  project  would  result  in 
only  a  minimal  change".  These  sentences  are  made  in  reference  to  visual  quality  from  the  three 
vantage  points  that  the  DEIR  considers.  Again,  we  do  not  believe  that  it  is  appropriate  to  compare 
the  proposed  project  to  what  was  previously  on  this  site,  however  as  the  writer  of  the  DEIR  has 
made  this  inappropriate  comparison  we  feel  compelled  to  point  out  the  inaccuracies  therein. 

These  identical  sentences  on  page  1-4  are  not  correct.  The  McNear  building,  when  viewed  from  the 
Filbert  Steps  and  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  was  not  "an  eastward  extension  of  the  existing 
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building  wall  on  the  north  side  of  Alta  Street"  1-4,  paragraph  2)  as  the  proposed  building  would  be 
but  it  was  rather,  a  step  down  from  the  existing  building  wall  on  the  north  side  of  Alia  Street.  The 
top  of  the  McNear  building,  as  can  be  clearly  seen  in  Figure  8  on  page  III.B-4.  was  almost  two 
stories  below  the  top  of  the  proposed  building  causing  an  important  "step  down"  of  that  building 
wall  (as  Article  10  Appendix  G,  Section  7  (d)  would  indicate  that  it  should).  Appendix  D  to  this 
rcpon  shows  a  view  of  the  McNear  building  from  the  north  side  which  again  demonstrates  the  step 
down.  This  should  be  compared  to  the  nonh  elevation  of  the  proposed  structure  which  has  no  such 
step  down.  The  Historic  District  ordinance  in  fact  requires  that  buildings  be  contained  in  an 
envelope  that  slopes  with  the  slope  of  the  property  (Article  10  Appendix  G  Sec  7  (b)).  The  subject 
property  slojjes  dramatically  to  the  east  (as  well  as  to  the  north)  yet  the  pniposed  building's  profile 
has  no  stepping  down  to  the  east  nor  does  it  step  down  from  the  adjacent  building  (34  Alta  St.)  in  a 
similar  manner  to  the  previous  building.  The  proposed  building  will  not  be  in  any  way  a.  minimal 
change  from  the  previous  building. 

That  existing  building  wall  is  a  dominating  visual  backdrop  to  the  Garden.  The  proposed  project 
will  serve  to  extend  that  building  wall  eastward  and  make  the  visual  backdrop  substantially  worse 
and  overu'helming. 

The  McNear  building,  when  viewed  from  Alta  Street,  was  very  different,  visually,  when  compared 
to  the  proposed  building.  Appendix  D  shows  a  side-by-side  comparison  of  the  two  elevations  with 
the  same  scale.  The  proposed  building  is  32  feet  above  Alta  Street  and  45  feet  wide  whereas  the 
McNear  building  was  15  feel  above  Alta  Street  and  34  feet  wide.  The  surface  area  of  the  proposed 
building  facing  on  to  Alta  Street  is  almost  three  limes  that  of  the  previous  building.  Within  the 
context  of  this  small  street  one  can  hardly  describe  the  difference  as  "minimal  change". 

The  top  of  ihe  building  will  rise  some  100  feet  above  the  center  of  the  Garden  and  will  be.  I  (X)  feet 
horizontally  distant  -  in  contrast  the  previous  building  rose  75  ft  at  a  distance  of  130  from  the 
Garden  center.  The  "building  wall"  when  viewed  from  the  Garden  will  be  extended  effectively  40 
feet  to  the  east  (when  measured  wiih  the  cantilevered  terraces)  or  almost  twice  the  width  of  the 
previous  building.  The  DEIR  describes  all  of  this  as  only  a  "minimal  change".  This  is  not  so. 
The  change  in  size  and  perspective,  so  close  to  the  Garden,  would  substantially  detract  from  the 
visual  experience  of  the  Garden. 

The  cumulative  effect  of  extending  that  building  wall  has  not  been  analyzed  as  is  required  by 
CEQA. 

The  DEIR  when  discussing  the  view  of  the  building  from  Alta  Street  again  states  that  it  would 
result  "in  only  minimal  change".  There  is  no  analysis  to  support  this.  In  Appendix  D  to  this  report 
there  is  a  to-scale  comparison  of  the  proposed  building's  Alta  Street  elevation  with  that  of  the  prior 
building. 

(ii)  The  proposed  project  will  disfigure  the  cliffs.  The  DEIR  on  pages  II-9  and  in.E-9,  describes 
the  measures  proposed  as  pan  of  the  slope  stabilization  efforts.  These  include 
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Insiallarion  of  rockbohs  on  the  bedrock  slope  to  supplement  those  installed  in  1993. 
Installation  of  gabion  wire  netting  across  the  upper  portions  of  the  slope  face 
Gunite  or  shotcrete  covering  or  structural  wire  mesh  tied  back  with  rockbohs 
Installation  of  rock  netting 

Installation  of  drop  inlet  pipes,  gutters,  downspouts  and  interceptor  drains 

These  slope  siabilizaiion  measures  will  be  on  the  cliffs  below  and  to  the  north  of  the  building  site. 
In  addition  the  proposed  project  would  affect  the  cliffs  by  enclosing  a  portion  of  the  cliffs  behind 
skirt  walls.  The  proposed  building  would  cantilever  out  over  the  cliff  edge  and  the  eastern  wall 
would  be  taken  vertically  down  until  it  meets  the  rock  slope  (see  Figure  6,  East  Elevation  -  the 
area  in  the  lower  left  of  the  elevation  where  there  are  no  windows  represents  a  skin  wall  enclosing 
the  clifQ. 

This  combination  of  the  skin  walls  and  the  slope  stabilization  measures  will  result  in  the 
substantial  disfiguration  of  those  cliffs  from  their  state  today.  The  cliffs  are  a  recognized  imponant 
feature  of  ihe  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District.  Article  10  Appendix  G  Section  5  states  "The  steep 
cliffs,  a  decisive  factor  in  determining  the  historic  development  pattern  of  the  area,  are  a  highly- 
significant  aesthetically  imponant  component  defining  the  setting  of  the  District.  "  The  DEIR 
makes  no  analysis  of  the  visual  impact  that  the  proposed  slope  stabilization  measures  and  the  skin 
walls  will  have  on  the  cliff.  If  that  analysis  had  been  performed  it  would  determine  that  the  cliffs 
would  be  substantially  disfigured  from  their  raw  state  today  and  that  would  be  a  significant  impact. 

(iii)  The  building  would  not  be  obscured  by  a  tree  as  indicated  on  Fieure  17.  The  DEIR  states 
(lE.C-l  1 ,  paragraph  I)  "Much  of  the  north  elevation  would  be  obscured  by  an  existing  large  tree 
located  at  the  southern  edge  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden....".  This  statement  is  not  conect. 
Firstly,  the  tree  is  deciduous  and  thus  for  many  months  the  tree  will  not  obscure  the  building  at  all. 
Secondly  the  tree  is  in  fact,  not  densely  foliated  and  the  building  behind  the  tree  would  be  clearly 
visible.  The  photo-simulation  in  Figure  17  is  misleading  as  the  tree  and  the  building  are  not 
differentiated  by  color  or  texture.  In  real  life  the  building  would  be  far  more  visible  behind  the  tree 
than  is  shown  in  Figure  17.  It  would  be  more  accurate  to  remove  the  tree  from  the  photo- 
simulation  and  show  the  unobscured  facade  as  that,  in  realitv,  is  what  an  observer  would  see. 


fiv)  The  proposed  building  would  tower  over  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden.  The  DEIR  states 
(in.C-l  1 ,  paragraph  1 )  "...  because  of  the  steep  slope  of  the  site  (and  this  the  lower  elevation  of  the 
vantage  point)  much  of  the  face  of  each  of  the  upper  building  planes  would  be  partially  obscured.". 
What  this  is  really  saying  is  that  the  building  so  towers  over  the  viewer  in  the  Garden  below 
(because  the  building  is  very  tall  and  very  close  to  the  viewer)  that  the  higher  levels  cannot  be  fully 
seen.  This  statement  conflicts  with  the  DEIR  conclusion's,  that  the  building  "would  not 
substantially  detract  from  the  visual  experience  of  the  Garden".  A  visitor  to  the  Garden  would  be 
overwhelmed  by  the  presence  of  the  building.  The  visual  experience  would  be  substantially  and 
negatively  impacted. 


F.  Shadow 
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fi)  Section  lOI.lfb)  8  of  the  Planning  Code  is  not  considered.  The  DEIR  details  Section  295  of 
the  Planning  Code  (page  III.D-2)  and  indicates  that  Section  295  does  not  apply  to  the  proposed 
building  as  the  Garden  is  not  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks. 
However,  in  reviewing  the  Planning  Code  the  writers  appear  to  have  missed  San  Francisco's 
Priority  Policies  (Section  101.1(b)),  the  eighth  policy  of  which,  states  "that  our  parks  and  open 
space  and  their  access  to  sunlight  and  vistas  be  protected  from  development".  The  proposed 
building  would  cause  shading  on  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  which  is  a  public  open  space  under 
the  care  of  the  City  as  Conservation  Easement  holder.  As  such  it  would  be  plainly  in  violation  of 
the  Planning  Code.  CEQA  guidelines,  section  15125  require  that  "the  EIR  shall  discuss  any 
inconsistencies  between  the  proposed  project  and  applicable  general  plans  and  regional  plans". 

(ii)  The  conclusions  drawn  are  not  based  on  the  evidence  in  the  analysis.  The  DEIR  claims  (EI.D- 
3  paragraph  2)  "that  the  Project  would  add  shadow  to  the  Garden  and  adjoining  areas  for  an 
interval  of  about  two  hours  (10  am  to  noon  PST)  during  two  six  week  intervals  -from  late 
January  to  early  March  and  from  early  October  until  late  November". 

That  claim  is  not  supponed  by  the  DEIR's  own  analysis  shown  on  Figures  20  through  22  (March 
21)  and  28  through  30  (September  2 1 ).  Those  Figures  clearly  show  a  shadow  from  the  proposed 
building  falling  across  the  Garden  on  both  of  those  days  and  for  an  interval  of  at  least  3  hours  to 
12  noon.  Those  Figures  suppon  a  conclusion  which  would  read  that  the  Project  would  add  shadow 
to  the  Garden  and  adjoining  areas  for  greater  than  3  hours  during  two  intervals  of  at  least  two 
months  in  duration  (or  one  third  of  the  year). 

Furthermore  we  believe  that  if  the  analysis  shown  on  Figures  20-22  and  28-30  were  performed  for 
1  p.m.  PST  on  each  of  the  respective  days  it  would  continue  to  show  a  shadow  cast  across  the 
Garden.  The  conclusion  would  then  be  that  the  shading  interval  was  greater  than  4  hours  in  length. 

The  shadow  on  the  Garden  is  at  least  3  hours  long  (and  probably  4)  yet  the  DEIR  states  the 
additional  shadow  would  only  be  for  two  hours.  The  shadow  is  demonstrated  to  occur  on  March 
21  and  September  21  yet  the  DEIR  indicates  there  is  no  shadow  after  early  March  or  before  early 
October. 

The  analysis  of  the  shadow  contained  in  Figures  20  to  35  is  reasonably  accurate  based  on  year 
round  actual  observations  of  the  site  but  the  conclusions  in  the  text  are  erroneous. 

We  would  also  like  to  point  out  that  there  is  an  inherent  weakness  in  the  shadow  analysis  that  has 
been  performed  using  only  four  days  in  the  year,  (the  equinoxes  and  the  summer  and  winter 
solstices).  For  this  particular  site  sloping  as  it  does,  upwards  to  the  South  and  lying  at  this 
particular  latitude,  two  of  the  days  analyzed  are  of  almost  no  value.  At  the  winter  solstice  there  is 
no  sun  on  the  Garden  at  any  time  of  the  day  as  the  sun  is  at  all  times  below  the  rise  of  the  hill.  At 
the  summer  solstice  there  is  almost  no  shadow  from  any  of  the  buildings  around  the  Garden,  until 
late  in  the  afternoon,  as  the  sun  is  high  in  the  sky.  These  two  days  are  therefore  of  little  value  in 
evaluating  the  shade  that  will  be  cast  at  other  times  in  the  year.  Furthermore,  the  shading  on  the 
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other  two  days,  the  two  equinoxes,  is  in  fact  identical  and  therefore  the  data  from  these  two  dates 
really  only  represents  an  analysis  of  one  day.  The  end  result  is  that,  although  four  days  in  the  year 
were  analyzed,  there  is  in  fact  only  one  useful  day's  worth  of  data  from  the  analysis  and  this  is 
insufficient  to  suppon  the  conclusions  that  have  been  drawn. 

In  November  1997  the  Alta  Filbert  Preservation  Association  submined  a  study  titled  *72-30  Alta 
Street.  An  Analysis  of  Sun  Angles"  to  the  Planning  Depanment  (see  Appendix  B).  This  analysis 
approached  the  issue  by  taking  a  single  point  in  the  Garden  and  determining  the  numbers  of  days  in 
the  year  when  the  proposed  building  would  cast  a  shadow  on  that  point.  The  angle  of  the  highest 
point  on  the  building  was  determined  and  then  used  to  evaluate,  from  astro-navigation  tables,  on 
what  days  in  the  year,  the  sun's  altitude  would  be  higher  or  lower  than  this  angle. 

This  analysis  deiemiined  that  the  proposed  building  would  cast  shadow  on  that  point  in  the  Garden 
in  excess  of  100  days  in  the  year  more  than  that  point  currently  receives.  That  is  a  significant 
impact. 

"We  note  that  in  a  memo  dated  July  15  1998  to  ESA  (see  Appendix  L),  Jim  McCormick  of  the 
Planning  Depanment  requested  that  the  "apparent  coniradiciions  between  the  ESA  shadow  study 
and  the  analysis  prepared  by  the  Alta/Filbert  Preservation"  be  resolved.  These  contradictions 
have  not,  to  our  knowledge,  been  resolved  by  ESA,  and  they  must  be  required  to  be  resolved  before 
definitive  statements  as  to  the  effect  of  the  shadow  can  be  placed  in  the  EIR. 

(iii)  The  shadow  that  the  proposed  building  would  cast  is  not  similar  to  thai  cast  by  the  previous 
building.  The  DEIR  states  (IIl.D-3,  paragraph  5)  that  "referring  to  Figures  20-35,  the  shadow 

coverage  from  the  proposed  project  would  be  similar  in  extent  to  that  from  the  McNear 

building".  As  we  have  said  before,  we  do  not  believe  that  it  is  appropriate  to  compare  the 
proposed  project  to  what  was  previously  on  this  site,  however  as  the  writer  of  the  DEIR  has  made 
this  inappropriate  comparison  we  feel  compelled  to  point  out  the  inaccuracies  therein. 

Figures  20  -  35  show  the  shadow  coverage  on  the  subject  property  and  the  area  immediately  to  the 
nonh  including  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  for  four  days  in  the  year,  March  21,  June  21, 
September  21  and  December  21.  As  we  have  stated  above  there  is  little  value  in  the  analysis  of  the 
shading  on  June  21  (the  Garden  is  essentially  in  full  sun)  and  December  21  (the  Garden  is  in  full 
shade).  On  the  other  two  days,  March  21  and  September  21,  the  shading  effect  of  the  pnaposed 
building  is  the  same  on  each  day.  For  those  rwo  days,  the  shadow  cast  by  the  proposed  building  is 
clearly  shown  in  the  Figures  alongside  that  of  the  previous  building,  the  McNear  building. 

Figures  20,  21  and  22  represent  the  shading  on  March  21  at  9  am,  10  am  and  12  noon  and  Figures 
28. 29  and  30  represent  the  same  for  September  21.  On  each  of  these  Figures  the  shadow  that 
would  be  cast  by  the  proposed  building  is  clearly  shown  as  is  the  shadow  cast  by  the  prior  building. 
•   At  9  am  the  shadow  falling  across  the  Garden  from  the  proposed  building  covers  an  area  that  is 

approximately  four  times  larger  than  the  shadow  falling  across  the  Garden  from  the  previous 

building. 


SeccJon  2  Page  18 


12/8/98 


22-30  Alta  Street  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
Comments  from  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers.  Alta/Filbert  Preservation  Association  and  Friends 

of  the  Garden 

•  At  1 0  am  the  shadow  from  the  proposed  building  falling  across  the  Garden  is  approximately 
three  limes  larger  than  that  of  the  previous  building. 

•  At  1 2  noon  it  is  again  approximately  three  times  larger. 

The  conclusion  that  the  DEIR  has  drawn,  that  the  shadow  coverage  from  the  proposed  project 
would  be  similar  in  extent  to  that  from  the  McNear  building,  is  simply  not  supported  by  the 
DEIR's  own  analysis.  A  shadow  that  is  shown  to  be  three  to  four  times  larger  than  its  predecessor 
cannot  bt  described  to  be  similar. 

(\v)  The  project  would  add  new  shadow  on  the  Garden  during  the  interval  from  earlv  March  until 
early  October.  The  DEIR  stales  on  page  1-5,  paragraph  2,  "nor  would  the  project  add  new  shadow 
to  the  Garden  during  the  interval  from  early  March  until  early  October"  Figures  20  lo  22  and  28 
to  30  show  that  this  statement  is  wrong.  Those  Figures  show  the  shading  effect  caused  by  the 
project  on  March  21  and  September  21  and  clearly  show  a  new  shadow  falling  across  the  Garden 
on  those  days. 

(v)  The  DEIR  does  not  address  the  shadow  as  directed  bv  the  Initial  Study.  The  Initial  Study 
stated  that  the  EIR  would  address  the  shadow  impacts  on  "surrounding  properties  and  areas  that 
are  subject  to  regular  public  use.  most  notably  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  the  Filbert 
Steps  "  CVm-17). 

On  pages  III.D-3,  20  and  22,  the  DEIR's  narrative  analysis  of  the  shading  effect  is  set  forth  and  on 
pages  in,  D-4  through  19  and  21,  the  shading  effect  is  depicted  in  Figures.  The  detailed  narrative 
analysis  (in.D-3  paragraph  5  and  III.D-20  paragraphs  2  &  3)  addresses  the  shading  of  "the  Filbert 
Street  right-of-way".  This  is  not  sufficient  and  does  not  conform  to  what  has  been  required  by  the 
Initial  Study.  The  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  only  covers  part  of  that  area  that  is  subject  to  regular 
public  use.  The  Garden,  as  the  DEIR  elsewhere  correctly  notes,  falls  across  adjoining  properties 
including  the  subject  property.  The  detailed  narrative  analysis  must  be  revised  to  reflect  what  the 
Figures  on  pages  in,D-4  through  19  show  with  respect  to  shading  of  the  whole  Garden,  not  just 
that  portion  in  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way. 

Notwithstanding  that  the  analysis  of  Figures  20  through  35  focused  on  the  Filbert  Street  right-of- 
way,  not  the  Garden,  and  ±e  Fisheye  analysis  was  done  from  one  location  not  representing  the 
Garden  as  a  whole  or  the  worst  case,  the  conclusions  laid  out  in  Evaluation  of  Impacts  refer  to  the 
"Garden".  Those  conclusions,  that  the  proposed  project  would  add  shadow  for  an  interval  of  about 
two  hours  during  two  six  week  intervals,  cannot  be  drawn  from  the  analysis  performed.  The 
analysis  does  not  analyze  that  which  the  Initial  Study  required. 

(vi)  The  fish  eve  analysis  (in.D-20).  The  Sun  Path  or  "Fisheye"  Analysis  that  is  described  on 
page  in.D-20  and  is  shown  in  Figure  36  is  stated  to  be  from  a  location  in  the  Filbert  Street  right-of- 
way  that  is  "the  worst  case  view  from  outside  the  property  but  within  the  Garden".  This  is  not  the 
case.  As  noted  elsewhere,  the  Garden  falls  across  adjoining  properties.  The  worst  case  view 
outside  the  property  but  within  the  Garden  would  be  on  one  of  those  adjoining  properties,  on  which 
the  City  holds  Conservation  Easements  for  public  enjoyment  (see  Appendix  I),  and  not  in  the 
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Filbcn  Street  right-of-way.  Additionally,  if  the  writer  of  the  DEIR  desired  to  get  a  worst-case- 
view,  the  Fisheyc  analysis  should  have  been  done  from  the  location  inside  the  Garden  closest  to  the 
proposed  building  regardless  of  whether  in  the  Filben  Street  right-of-way  or  the  subject  property  or 
adjoining  properties.  The  results  would  be  very  different  from  the  so  called  "wont  case"  scenario 
shown. 

In  addition  we  do  not  believe  the  previous  building  is  accurately  represented  in  the  diagram.  The 
previous  building  was  lower  than  that  proposed  today,  further  back  and  a  third  less  wide  -  it 
s^jpears  to  be  misrepresented  in  the  fish  eye  analysis. 

(vii)  Cumulative  effect  of  the  shadow  has  not  been  analyzed.  The  DEIR  indicates  that  "shadow  is 
cumulative"  (page  III.D-22,  paragraph  3)  and  goes  on  to  slate  that  "because  there  are  no  other 
reasonably  foreseeable  projects  that  could  add  shadow...  mo  cumulative  impacts  are  anticipated'\ 

CEQA  requires  that  past  and  present,  as  well  as  future,  projects  be  included  in  an  adequate 
discussion  of  cumulative  impacts.  The  natural  topography  around  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden 
causes  some  degree  of  shading  (even  if  there  were  no  buildings).  The  cumulative  effect  of  the 
buildings  on  the  north  side  of  Alta  Street  (principally  34, 40, 50  and  60  Alta  Street)  together  with 
the  building  to  the  west  of  the  Garden  (261-265  Filben  Street)  is  to  place  shadow  on  the  Grace 
Marchant  Garden  for  long  periods  of  each  day  throughout  many  months  of  the  year.  The  proposed 
project,  by  "extending  the  existing  building  wall"  (DEIR  page  IH.C- 1 1 ,  paragraph  2)  would  extend 
that  period  of  shadow  by  creating  additional  shade,  generally  in  the  morning,  on  the  Grace 
Marchant  Garden.  The  cumulative  effect  of  the  proposed  building  together  with  that  of  the 
existing  buildings  would  result  in  shading  the  Garden  from  approximately  10.(X)  a.m.  in  the 
morning  for  the  rest  of  the  day  from  at  least  September  21  to  March  21.  That  is  to  say  that  the 
cumulative  effect  would  deny  this  Garden's  access  to  direct  sunlight  for  the  majority  of  the  day  for 
at  least  half  the  year.  That  is  a  significant  effect. 

■  (vii)  The  standard  set  bv  Section  295  should  be  applied.  The  DEIR  refers  to  Section  295  as  we 
have  mentioned  above.  Section  295  was  enacted  to  protect  certain  public  open  spaces  from 
shading  by  new  buildings.  Strictly  speaking  Section  295  does  not  apply  in  this  instance  because 
the  open  space  in  question  is  not  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Department  of  Recreation  and  Parks. 
However  the  limitations  imposed  by  Section  295  are  worth  considering.  Section  295  was  not 
intended  to  prohibit  every  new  development  that  caused  shading  on  open  space  and  a  "significant 
shading"  qualification  was  included  in  the  Ordinance  such  that  only  those  developments  that  cause 
shading  between  one  hour  after  sunrise  and  one  hour  before  sunset  were  to  be  denied.  In  the 
subject  proposal  there  is  no  question  that  the  shading  caused  would  very  substantially  violate  this 
one  hour  after  sunrise,  one  hour  before  sunset  limitation.  Clearly  under  Section  295  the  shading 
caused  by  the  proposed  building  would  be  considered  significant.  The  EIR  should  judge  this 
shading  by  this  local  standard  and  should  also  find  it  to  be  significant. 


COMT. 


G.  Geolop' 
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(i)  The  Cotton  Shires  repon  is  not  sufficiently  reviewed.  The  DEIR  states  (in.E-l  paragraph  1) 
that  a  geotechnical  and  geologic  feasibility  study  was  conducted  by  Rogers/Pacific  in  July  1996 
and  that  a  second  analysis  was  performed  by  Cotton  Shires  and  Associates  in  1998.  The 
Rogers/Pacific  study  analyzed  the  geologic  conditions  and  provided  recommendations  for  the 
foundation  design  for  the  proposed  building.  The  Cotton  Shires  analysis  reviewed  the 
Rogers/Pacific  analysis  and  commented  thereon.  The  Cotton  Shires  study  is  included  in  our 
comments  under  Appendix  G  (i). 

"What  the  DEIR  has  failed  to  note  is  that  the  Cotton  Shires  report  recommends  that  further  analysis 
be  done.  The  Cotton  Shires  reports  acknowledges  that  "it  is  our  opinion  thai  the  project 
geotechnical  consultant  has  generally  performed  a  thorough  geologic  feasibility  investigation  of 
an  extremely  difficult  site."  Bui  it  then  goes  on  to  describe  four  areas  where  it  recommends  thai 
further  analysis  needs  to  be  done  .  The  report  then  states  "should  the  results  of  the  above 
recommendations  be  favorable  for  site  development ,  the  following  items  should  be  addressed'\ 
The  report  then  outlines  five  specific  additional  recommendations  for  the  foundation  design. 

The  Cotton  Shires  report,  in  summary,  does  not  endorse  the  Rogers/Pacific  report  but  rather  it  says 
that  its  an  extremely  difficult  site  and  that  further  analysis  should  be  addressed.  The  DEIR 
dismisses  these  points  by  saying  "all  the  measures  recommended  in  the  two  reports  were  accepted 
by  the  project  sponsor".    Furthermore  the  DEIR  on  page  IILE- 1 1 ,  paragraph  3  stales  "the 
geotechnical  reports  found  the  site  suitable  for  development  provided  that  the  recommendations 
included  in  the  repon  were  incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction  of  the  proposed 
development:".  That  statement  is  not  true.  The  Cotton  Shires  report  (see  Appendix  G),  as  stated 
above,  recommended  that  further  analysis  of  the  existing  conditions  be  done  before  the  site  be 
judged  favorable  for  development. 

The  DEIR  cannot  state  that  the  site  is  suitable  for  development  (and  therefore  poses  no  significant 
impact  on  the  environment)  until  the  analysis  is  complete. 

fii)  Rockfalls  are  not  expected  to  occur  on  the  project  site  if  the  site  is  left  in  its  current  state.  The 
DEIR  on  page  III.E-9,  paragraph  9,  states  "Absent  the  above  measures,  rockfalls  would  be  expected 
to  occur  from  the  steep  slope  east  of  the  proposed  project."  The  measures  referred  to  are  slope 
stabilization  measures  including  the  installation  of  rockbolts,  gabion  wire  netting  and  gunite  or 
shoicrete. 

TTiis  statement  appears  to  conflict  with  previous  statements  made  by  the  City  and  County  of  San 
Francisco  and  its  consultants  and  with  the  statement  on  page  III.E-3,  paragraph  4,  which  says  "at 
this  time,  there  are  no  requirements  or  plans  for  further  stabilization  of  the  slope,  absent 
construction  of  the  proposed  project". 

Following  the  massive  slide  in  1992  which  undermined  the  previous  building  and  the  retaining 
wall  on  Alta  Street,  the  City  and  its  consultants  undertook  a  substantial  amount  of  work  to  rebuild 
Alta  Street  and  to  stabilize  the  rock  slopes.  One  of  those  consultants  was  Rogers/Pacific,  the 
project  sponsor's  own  consultant  for  the  proposed  project.  In  addition  the  slope  stabilization 


Section  2  Page  21 


\mi9l 


22-30  Alta  Street  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report 
Comments  from  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  Alta/Filbert  Preservation  Association  and  Friends 

of  the  Garden 

measures  which  were  performed  then  were  done  by  Soil  Engineering  Construction  Inc.  a  firm 
owned  by  one  of  the  three  principals  representing  the  project  sponsor  and  whose  Chief  Financial 
Officer  is  one  of  the  other  two  principals. 

Rogers/Pacific,  in  their  rcpon  to  the  City  dated  July  22, 1992  (see  Appendix  H)  stated  that  they  had 
performed  a  geologic  investigation  of  the  site  and  that  it  was  their  understanding  that  the  City 

"plans  to  stabilize  the  affected  portion  of  the  existing  rock  face  to  minimize  the  potential  for 

future  rockfalls  Rogers/Pacific  subsequently,  in  their  December  3,  1993  repon  (sec 

Appendix  H)  after  the  work  was  done,  stated      it  is  our  opinion  that  the  rock  bolting  and  netting 
operations  were  performed  in  general  conformance  with  our  recommendations." 

Funhermore,  pursuant  to  a  Tri-Pany  Senlcment  Agreement  dated  July  11,  1994  (see  Appendix  H), 
reached  between  various  litigants  following  the  1992  rockslide.  the  City  and  County  of  San  ^~A0 
Francisco  made  the  following  representation  COKT 

"CCSF  shall  and  hereby  does  represent  and  covenant  that  it  is  not  currently  aware  of  any 
additional  stabilization  work  which  must  be  performed  upon  the  Property  (22-30  AJta 

Street)  to  make  the  Property  suitable  for  building  and  construction  thereon  and 

that  to  the  best  of  its  knowledge,  the  Property  presents  no  further  imminent  hazard  to  life  or 
safety'  either  to  those  who  build  upon  it  or  to  the  adjacent  or  downhill  landowners." 

In  sunimar>',  between  1992  and  1994,  the  City,  two  of  the  principals  representing  the  project 
sponsor,  and  the  geoiechnical  consultant  together  effected  slope  stabilization  measures  which  they 
then  agreed  were  satisfactory.  The  same  panies  are  now  saying  that  those  measures  were  not 
satisfactory'. 

If  the  measures  taken  in  199273  were  satisfactory  the  reference  in  the  DEER  must  be  deleted.  If  the 
measures  were  unsatisfactory  the  DEIR  cannot  rely  upon  these  sources  for  valued  input  and  the 
project  sponsor  must  not  be  allowed  to  proceed  with  this  project  for  fear  that  five  years  thereafter, 
the  constructed  building  and  foundation  will  be  found  to  be  unsatisfactory. 

fiii)  Geotechnical/Geologic  review  by  Alan  Kropp  &  Associates.  Because  of  our  considerable 
concern  as  to  the  wisdom  of  constructing  so  large  a  structure  on  this  "extremely  difficult  site",  we 
asked  the  firm  of  Alan  Kropp  &  Associates  to  review  the  site  and  the  findings  of  the  sponsor's 
consultants  Rogers/Pacific.  The  repon  submitted  by  Alan  Kropp  &  Associates  is  atuched  as 
Appendix  G  (ii).  B'A  V 

This  report  also  recommends  that  further  analysis  be  done.  Selected  comments  from  the  report 
include: 

"Taken  as  a  whole,  the  structural  data  and  geologic  mapping  do  not  seem  adequate  to 
characterize  geologic  conditions  throughout  the  area  of  concern  for  the  proposed  project". 
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"Because  we  believe  that  the  geologic  characterization  of  the  sandstone  area  is  insufficient 
to  characterize  geologic  conditions  arud  perform  the  appropriate  analysis,  we  are  unsure 
whether  or  not  the  planned  rock  bolting  will  be  adequate.  If  further  investigation  finds 
additional  potential  for  instability,  a  significant  number  of  additiorml  rock  bolts  or  other 
types  of  mitigation  may  be  required  in  this  area  ". 

"We  noted  that  the  foundation  plan  relies  heavily  on  the  stability  within  the  sandstone 
portion  of  the  slope  to  support  the  phyllite  and  provide  lateral  confinement  for  the 
recommended  deep  pier  foundation.  As  such,  the  stability  of  the  saruistone  is  a  critical 
issue.  As  stated  above  we  believe  further  investigation  and  analysis  will  be  necessary  in 
order  to  better  define  geologic  conditions  within  the  sandstone  area. " 

The  EIR  must  incorporate  the  findings  of  Alan  Kropp  &  Associates  and  futher  investigation  and 
analysis  must  be  completed,  as  recommended  by  both  Cotton  Shires  &  Associates  and  Alan  Kropp 
&  Associates,  before  the  site  can  be  deemed  suitable  for  development. 

(iv)  The  DEIR  must  address  whether  the  foundation  design  is  the  most  appropriate  for  this  site. 
The  DEIR  fails  to  address  whether  the  proposed  foundation  design  for  the  proposed  building  is  the 
most  appropriate  on  this  extremely  difficult  site.  We  understand  from  discussions  with  expens  that 
it  is  customary  in  difficult  hillside  construction  such  as  this  to  provide  lateral  stability  to  the 
foundations  by  the  use  of  tie  backs  which,  in  effect,  lock  the  foundation  into  solid  material 
significantly  deeper  into  the  hill.  It  was  this  type  of  tied  back  foundation  that  was  recommended 
and  incorporated  into  the  construction  of  the  retaining  wall  that  the  City  built  at  the  end  of  Alta 
Sueet  (adjacent  to  the  subject  site)  in  1992  and  1993.  That  retaining  wall,  which  was  built  to 
withstand  the  weight  of  the  street,  was  constructed  over  a  single  row  of  drilled  piers  and  was  given 
lateral  stability  through  a  series  of  tie  backs  that  ran  under  the  street  and  under  adjoining  properties 
on  the  south  side  of  Alta  Street. 

The  DEIR  must  examine  whether  this  type  of  foundation  design  would  be  more  suitable  for  this 
particular  site. 

H.  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed  Proiect 

(i)  The  alternative  project  (Chapter  VI)  has  not  been  treated  with  the  seriousness  that  it  desen'es. 
The  sponsors  and  their  consultants  have  elected  to  consider  an  almost  .exact  replica  of  the  prior 
building  as  their  alternative.  This  is  not  a  serious  alternative  as,  without  parking,  such  a  project 
would  be  flawed  from  the  start.  The  sponsors  might  just  as  well  have  proposed  an  alternative 
without  bathrooms. 

Furthermore  the  DEIR  states  that  the  sponsors  rejected  this  proposal  because,  in  addition,  it  "could 
not  generate  enough  revenue  to  fund  adequate  slope  stabilization  measures  for  the  site".  There  is 
absolutely  no  evidence  to  suppon  this  claim.  In  fact,  on  the  contrary,  there  is  evidence  to  suppon 
the  argument  that  a  substantially  smaller  building  would  not  only  fund  the  slope  stabilization 
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measures  but  also  return  for  the  investors  a  substantial  return.  This  conclusion  is  based  on  a)  the 
purchase  price  of  the  site  which  already  discounted  the  cost  of  the  slope  stabilization  measures,  (we 
understand  the  purchase  price  was$  160,000  based  uf)on  the  Assessor's  office  revised  valuation  of 
the  propcny  subsequent  to  the  purchase)  and  b)  the  actual  cost  to  the  City  of  the  reconstruction  of 
Alta  Street  in  1992  and  1993  which  was  performed  by  two  of  the  three  principals  representing  the 
project  sponsor  and  which  represents  a  similar  foundation  construction  job.  The  contract  for  that 
job  is  included  as  Appendix  0  and  shows  a  total  cost  of  approximately  $780,000  which  includes 
over  $1 00,000  in  respect  of  street  improvements  which  would  not  apply  in  this  case. 

As  pointed  out  by  our  attorney  CEQA  requires  the  EIR  to  "describe  a  range  cf  reasonable 
alternatives  to  the  project....".  The  one  alternative  that  is  proposed  in  the  DEIR  and  which 
provides  no  parking  cannot  be  considered  reasonable. 

A  range  of  reasonable  alternatives  would  appear  to  include 

a)  No  project.  The  site  would  be  left  in  its  cunent  state  in  order  to  avoid  the  environmental 
impacts  that  development  would  cause  (principally  the  impact  on  the  Garden  and  the  cliffs).  The 
DEIR  indicates  that  such  an  alternative  would  not  benefit  from  the  slope  stabilization  measures 
thai  are  proposed  to  be  pan  of  the  project.  However,  as  we  have  noted  in  Section  G.2.  above  the 
City  and  members  of  the  project  sponsor's  team  are  on  record  as  having  stated  that  the  slope 
stabilization  measures  currently  in  place  arc  satisfactory. 

b)  A  project  that  would  be  compatible  with,  and  meet  the  requirements  of  the  Telegraph 
Hill  Historic  District  (Article  10,  Appendix  G).  This  would  be  a  structure  that  would  be 
compatible  to  nearby  Contributory  buildings  and  conform  to  the  Guidelines  listed  in  Section  7  of 
the  Ordinance.  This  alternative  was  encouraged  by  the  Architectural  Review  Committee  of  the 
Landmarks  Board.  This  alternative  would  be  smaller  in  bulk  than  the  previous  building  that 
occupied  the  site  because  it  would  fill  in  the  gap  between  34  Alta  Street  and  would  be  excavated  to 
a  similar  extent  as  the  proposed  building.  However,  because  of  the  logistics  of  the  site,  it  would 
most  probably  place  some  shading  on  the  Garden  (but  less  than  the  current  proposal  and  less  than 
the  previous  building). 

It  would  also  result  in  some  disfiguration  to  the  cliffs,  but  less,  we  believe,  than  the  current 
proposal.  This  alternative  would  employ  a  foundation  supported  by  a  retaining  wall  secured  by 
tiebacks  as  was  done  for  the  restoration  of  Alta  Street  in  1992/3  and  would  probably  not  require  as 
much  surface  strengthening  as  the  proposed  design  and  therefore,  possibly  less  slope  stabilization 
measures  on  the  surface  of  the  cliff. 

This  alternative,  if  built  within  an  envelope  of  not  greater  than  one  story  at  Alta  Street,  not  wider 
than  the  previous  building  and  only  marginally  deeper  than  its  neighbor  at  34  Alta  Street,  would 
result  in  a  single  family  residence  of  over  3(XXD  sq.  ft.  plus  a  rwo  car  garage.  Four  bedrooms  could 
be  accomplished  and  thiis  would  be  far  less  damaging  on  the  environment  that  the  current  proposed 
building.  Appendix  C  of  this  repon  shows  plans  and  elevations  of  a  proposed  alternative  that  could 
be  buih  on  this  site.  This  could  be  built  as  a  luxury  home  and,  based  on  today's  real  estate  market, 
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would  return  to  the  sponsors  a  substantial  profit  on  their  investment  even  after  paying  for  the  cost 
of  the  extensive  foundation. 


c)  A  replacement  of  the  prior  strucnire  to  occupy  the  site.  This  alternative,  considered  and 
rejected  by  the  sponsor  because  it  had  no  parking,  could  be  rebuilt  with  parking.  It  would  provide 
similar  accommodation  space  as  Alternative  b)  above  but  at  a  greater  cost  to  the  environment. 
This  alternative  would  place  greater  shade  on  the  Garden  and  result  in  similar  cliff  disfiguration  to 
the  proposed  project.  It  would  be  environmentally  superior  to  the  proposed  project,  as  slated  in  the 
DEIR,  but  would  not  be  as  environmentally  sensitive  as  Alternative  b).  This  alternative  could  be 
buiJt  with  five  bedrooms  and  wouJd  meet  all  the  sponsor's  objectives. 


I.  Biology 

(i)  The  description  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  contained  on  page  III.F- 1 ,  paragraph  3  and 
shown  on  Figures  38  and  40  is  not  correct.  Please  refer  to  section  1  (ii)  above  for  a  more  accurate 
description  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden.  Figures  38  and  40  should  be  amended  to  correctly 
reflect  the  extent  of  the  Garden. 


(ii)  The  DEIR  on  page  lU.F-l  1,  paragraph  3,  indicates  that  "there  would  likely  be  detectable 
adverse  ejects  on  these  plantings"  (roses)  caused  by  the  project.  That  conclusion  has  been  drawn 
based  on  the  amount  of  additional  shade  that  the  project  would  cause  in  the  area  of  the  Garden 
where  roses  are  planted.  The  DEIR  docs  not  analyze  the  cumulative  effect  of  the  shading  caused 
by  the  project  together  with  the  shading  caused  by  the  existing  buildings  to  the  north  and  west  of 
the  Garden,  and  the  natural  topography,  as  is  required  by  CECJA.  The  cumulative  effect  of  the 
shading  would  be  to  place  areas  of  the  Garden  in  shade  from  before  10.00  am  for  the  rest  of  the  day 
from  at  least  September  21  to  at  least  March  21.  That  is  to  say  thai  the  cumulative  effect  of  the 
shading  is  to  deny  this  Garden's  access  to  direct  sunlight  for  6  months  of  the  year  for  the  majority 
of  the  day.  The  EIR  must  analyze  the  cumulative  effect  of  shading  on  the  sun  sensitive  plants  in 
the  Garden. 
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LETTER  B  -  TELEGRAPH  HILL  DWELLERS,  ALTA/FILBERT  PRESERVATION 
ASSOCIATION,  AND  FRIENDS  OF  THE  GARDEN 


NOTE:  This  letter  includes  a  number  of  exhibits  that  are  not  reproduced  but  are  on  file  at  the 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department.  Two  of  the  exhibits  are  included  at  the  end  of  the  letter. 

B-1)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-20. 

B-2)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-9. 

B-3)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A- 18. 

B-4)     The  term  "dimension"  is  used  here  instead  of  "height"  because  the  latter  term  has  a  very  specific 
meaning  according  to  the  Planning  Code  (§102.12).  Under  the  Code,  "height"  for  downward 
sloping  lots  is  determined  by  measuring  from  the  curb  to  the  top  of  the  structure  at  the  centerline 
of  the  building  for  the  first  100  feet  of  the  lot.  Any  portion  of  the  lot  extending  beyond  the  initial 
100  feet  from  the  street  (in  this  case  Alta  Street)  is  to  be  considered  an  upward  sloping  lot,  and 
measured  at  the  curb  of  the  building  (or  building  step)  for  the  closest  part  of  the  building  within 
10  feet  of  the  property  line  of  the  street  on  that  side  of  the  lot. 

B-5)     The  correction  noted  by  the  commenter  has  been  made  to  the  last  sentence  of  paragraph  3,  on 
Page  I-l  and  the  last  sentence  of  paragraph  1  on  page  II-3  as  follows  (new  language  is 
underlined;  deleted  language  is  indicated  with  strikcthrough): 

An  existing  low  concrete  wall  that  runs  along  the  eastern  edge  of  Alta  Street,  and 
that  was  extended  in  front  of  the  entire  length  of  the  project  site  subsequent  to 
the  previous  building  located  on  the  site  being  torn  down,  would  be  altered  to 
removed  the  portion  of  it  that  extends  along  the  project  site. 

B-6)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A- 18. 

B-7)     The  proposed  project  is  in  compliance  with  required  setbacks  for  development  on  the  site.  The 
commenter  stated  that  the  adjacent  vacant  lot  to  the  east  fronts  on  Filbert  Street  and  not  Alta 
Street,  however,  that  is  incorrect.  In  fact,  the  adjacent  vacant  lot  to  the  east  fronts  on  both  Filbert 
and  Alta  Streets  (the  Alta  Street  right-of-way  extends  to  Sansome  Street),  therefore  allowing  the 
smaller  rear  yard  setback.  The  commenter  notes  correctly  that  §  134(c)(4)(B)  disallows  rear  yard 
reduction  if  the  adjacent  building  (emphasis  added)  fronts  on  a  different  street.  The  lot  is  vacant 
and,  thus,  the  75  percent  coverage  assumption  is  appropriate.  It  should  be  noted  further  that  an 
additional  12-foot  projection  into  the  rear  yard  of  one  or  two-stores  is  permitted  per  §136(c)(25). 
Thus,  the  project  could  extend  further  than  currently  proposed  without  a  variance  or  other  special 
authorization. 
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B-8)     The  statement  that  the  site  drops  "more  than  60  feet  vertically  over  its  120  foot  horizontal 
length"  is  correct  as  it  appears  in  the  DEIR  on  page  II- 1.  This  measurement  is  based  on  the 
difference  between  the  highest  point  on  the  southern  property  line  and  the  lowest  point  on  the 
northern  property  line.  The  commenter's  suggestion  that  Figure  40  in  the  DEIR  demonstrates 
that  the  site  drops  more  than  1 10  feet  vertically  over  its  120-foot  horizontal  length  is  not  correct 
because  it  uses  an  elevation  on  the  eastern  side  of  the  site  that  does  not  reflect  the  entire  length  of 
the  site,  and  in  fact  represents  only  one  small  point  on  the  site,  where  the  cliff  begins  to  drop 
towards  Sansome  Street. 

B-9)     The  commenter  is  incorrect  in  stating  that  the  proposed  building  is  planned  to  be  as  wide  as  can 
possibly  be  built.  There  is  no  evidence  to  suggest  that,  if  so  desired,  the  sponsor  could  not 
propose  a  structure  that  is  wider  (east-west  dimension)  than  the  proposed  project.  Design  and 
construction  of  such  a  building  could  be  economically  undesirable  for  this  sponsor,  but  would 
nonetheless  be  physically  feasible.  It  is  also  incorrect  to  suggest  the  project  is  as  deep  as  possible 
on  the  lot  as  explained  in  the  previous  response.  Further,  the  DEIR's  statements  that  the  project 
"would  cover  about  36  percent  of  the  lot"  and  that  "it  is  likely  that  portions  of  the  site  are  not 
suitable  for  development,"  are  both  correct  and  are  in  no  way  misleading. 

B-10)   The  "natural  grade"  as  the  commenter  refers  to,  is  not  a  relevant  figure  for  EIR  analysis,  as  is 
standard  for  San  Francisco  EIRs.  The  existing  condition,  on  which  the  EIR  analysis  is  based,  is 
represented  by  the  grade  as  it  exists  today. 

B-1 1)   This  comment  does  not  address  the  adequacy  of  the  EIR.  It  should  be  noted  however,  that 

regardless  of  whether  or  not  the  sponsor's  objectives  are  achieved  by  the  proposed  project,  the 
City  (in  particular,  the  Planning  Commission)  will  make  its  own  findings  about  the 
appropriateness  of  the  project,  and  will  use  the  DEIR  as  part  of  that  decision-making  process. 

B-12)    Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-3. 

B-1 3)    Please  see  response  to  Comment  A-4. 

B-1 3  A)  Please  see  the  responses  to  Comments  A-3  and  A- 10. 

B-14)    For  the  purposes  of  clarification,  the  third  and  fourth  sentences  of  paragraph  4  on  Page  1-2  are 
changed  as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined;  deleted  language  is  indicated  with 
strikcthrough: 

According  to  the  project  sponsor,  subsequent  to  discussion  with  the 
neighborhood  regarding  two  earlier  designs,  one  of  which  was  reviewed  by  the 
Architectural  Review  Committee  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
(LP AB ) ,  the  project's  height,  bulk,  and  square  footage  were  all  reduced  in 
response  to  neighborhood  concerns.  On  November  5,  1997,  a  public  hearing 
before  the  Architectural  Review  Committee  was  held  November  5.  1997. 
regarding  the  scaled  dovv'n  a  third  proposal  by  the  project  sponsor,  at  which  At 
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this  hearing,  members  of  the  public  and  the  Architectural  Review  Committee 
again  expressed  their  concerns  about  the  proposed  design. 

B-15)    Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-6. 

B-16)    Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-3. 

B-17)    As  stated  in  the  response  to  Comment  A-3,  the  DEIR  analyzes  effects  on  the  District,  including 
its  various  non-architectural  elements,  including  the  Filbert  Street  Steps,  Grace  Marchant 
Garden,  and  the  steep  cliffs. 

B-18)   The  DEIR  clearly  states  (on  page  III.B-17)  that  the  proposed  project  would  be  taller,  wider,  and 
larger  than  the  McNear  building,  that  its  materials  and  features  would  "recall  the  previous 
contributing  structure,"  and  that  it  is  the  "degree  of  change"  between  the  two  structures  that 
would  be  insufficient  to  affect  the  status  of  neighboring  structures.  Thus,  while  acknowledging 
that  the  project  would  replace  a  residential  structure  that  previously  occupied  the  site,  the  DEIR 
does  not  suggest  that  the  project  would  be  the  same  as  or  a  copy  of  the  McNear  building. 

B-19)   The  commenter  is  correct  in  stating  that  it  is  very  unlikely  that  a  single  building  could  affect  the 
status  of  an  existing  Contributory  building,  but  the  exclusion  of  such  language  in  the  DEIR 
(despite  its  obviousness)  would  have  nonetheless  been  an  inappropriate  omission.  The  statement 
to  which  the  conmienter  refers  does  not  adequately  emphasize  the  primary  point  that  this 
paragraph  is  intending  to  present,  which  is  communicated  in  the  first  sentence  of  the  paragraph 
by  stating  that  the  project  would  not  ".  .  .irreparably  or  substantially  alter  the  historic  setting  as  a 
character-defining  feature  of  the  district  or  the  nearby  buildings."  To  clarify  this  point,  the  last 
sentence  of  the  first  full  paragraph  on  page  III.B-17  of  the  DEIR  is  changed  as  follows  (new 
language  is  underlined): 

While  the  proposed  building  would  provide  parking,  and  would  be  taller,  wider, 
and  enclose  more  square  footage  than  its  predecessor,  the  degree  of  change 
would  be  insufficient  to  adversely  affect  the  overall  character  of  the  district 
(including  any  neighboring  building's  Contributory  status}. 

Further,  the  compatibility  of  the  proposed  project  with  the  Planning  Code  will  ultimately  be 
determined  through  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  review  process,  a  process  separate  and 
distinct  from  the  preparation  and  review  of  an  EIR. 

B-20)   Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-7. 

B-21)    The  commenter  is  correct  in  noting  that  the  components  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District 
have  changed  since  its  adoption  in  1986.  To  clarify  this  point,  the  third  sentence  of  paragraph  3 
on  Page  III.B-1  is  changed  as  follows  (new  language  is  underlined;  deleted  language  is  indicated 
with  strikcthrough: 

As  When  adopted  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  in  1986,  the  district  contained^  80 
structures  on  88  parcels,  including:  44  contributing  structures;  10 
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altered/contributing  structures  built  during  the  district's  period  of  significance 
but  lacking  in  integrity;  26  non-contributors  that  were  built  after  1941  that 
presumably  lack  architectural  and/or  historic  significance;  and  15  undeveloped 
parcels  that  are  neither  contributing  or  non-contributing  because  they  are  street 
rights-of-way  or  vacant  lots.  Since  1986,  two  Contributory  buildings  have  been 
demolished  (including  one  on  the  project  site),  two  vacant  lots  have  been  built 
upon,  and  numerous  structures  have  been  altered. 

B-22)   Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-2. 

B-23)   Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-4. 

B-24)   The  second  sentence  of  paragraph  2  (first  full  paragraph)  on  page  III.B-14  is  deleted. 

B-25)   The  statement  that  "the  proposed  project  would  appear  as  if  an  additional  story  were  placed  in 
the  middle  of  the  prior  building,  between  levels  two  and  three, .  .  ."  is  merely  meant  to 
communicate  the  general  visual  difference  in  massing  of  the  two  buildings,  as  demonstrated  in 
Figures  12  and  13.  Similarly,  the  statement  that  "the  overall  effect  of  the  proposed  project  would 
be  an  increase  in  height  of  approximately  one  story"  refers  to  the  fact  that  the  proposed  project 
would  be  six  levels,  compared  to  the  McNear  building's  five  levels.  Regarding  the  square 
footage,  please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A- 18.  As  indicated  there,  when  compared  using  the 
same  measure  (occupied  floor  area,  plus  the  garage  in  the  case  of  the  new  building),  the  increase 
in  square  footage  between  the  prior  building  and  the  proposed  project  would  be  approximately 
4,800  sq.  ft.  (If  the  gross  floor  area  -  including  exterior  wall  thicknesses  -  of  each  building  is 
used  in  the  calculation,  the  difference  is  approximately  4,900  sq.  ft.  The  number  suggested  by  the 
commenter  appears  to  count  gross  floor  area  of  the  new  building  and  occupied  floor  area  of  the 
old.) 

B-26)   The  DEIR  does  not  state  that  the  project  site  is  within  a  subarea     non-contributory  buildings,  it 
states  that  the  project  site  is  within  a  subarea  of  the  district  that  "contains  "  large,  non- 
contributory  buildings.  This  statement  is  correct,  since  this  subarea  (not  an  actually  delineated 
area)  of  the  district  does  contain  large  (relative  to  Contributory  buildings,  particularly  221  Filbert 
Street  and  other  cottages  along  the  Filbert  Steps),  non-contributory  buildings.  In  fact,  the  three 
buildings  directly  to  the  west  of  the  project  site  on  the  north  side  of  the  street  are  large,  non- 
contributory  structures  and  three  of  the  buildings  on  the  eastern  half  of  the  south  side  of  the 
street  are  non-contributory  buildings. 

B-27)   This  statement  is  a  fact  provided  for  the  reader's  understanding  of  the  site  and  its  context. 
Comment  noted. 

B-28)    According  to  the  project  sponsor,  the  model  of  the  McNear  building,  as  shown  in  Figure  12  of 
the  DEIR,  IS  not  showing  a  stair  tower  at  the  southeast  comer  of  the  site,  but  rather  a  covered 
entrance  that  led  to  the  set  of  external  stairs  on  the  eastern  face  of  the  building.  In  the  absence  of 
topographic  data  from  before  the  McNear  building  was  removed  from  the  project  site,  data  from 
the  site's  existing  contours  were  used  for  the  model  of  the  proposed  project  (as  shown  in  Figure 
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13  of  the  DEIR)  as  well  as  for  the  McNear  building  model.  As  such,  what  the  commenter 
suggests  appears  as  an  enclosed  stair  tower  is  in  fact  merely  the  project  architect's  effort  to 
depict  how  the  covered  entrance  was  structurally  supported,  which  may,  in  fact,  have  actually 
been  covered  in  soil  and  therefore  not  visible.  Since  the  primary  purpose  of  providing  images  of 
the  two  models  is  to  allow  for  a  comparison  of  the  general  massing  and  form  of  the  two 
structures,  no  changes  are  necessary  to  Figures  12  and  13  for  them  to  achieve  that  purpose.  (In 
fact,  the  model  shown  in  Figure  12  is  quite  similar  to  the  McNear  building  shown  in  Figure  8.) 

B-29)    Because  the  proposed  project  would  be  larger  than  221  Filbert  Street  and  surrounding  buildings 
does  not  mean  that  the  project  would  visually  alter  the  overall  residential  character  of  the 
neighborhood.  The  project  would  be  visible  from  many  locations  and  would  be  prominent  given 
its  size  and  location,  but  it  would  neither  result  in  a  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect  or 
block  scenic  views  from  public  areas.  Further,  since  as  a  result  of  its  scale  the  project  would  not 
be  visible  from  vantage  points  other  than  those  that  currently  allow  for  views  of  the  vacant  site, 
the  DEIR  stated  that  the  project  would  not  be  of  such  a  scale  as  to  stand  out  from  locations  other 
than  those  with  direct  views  of  the  site. 

In  addition,  although  as  stated  in  the  DEIR,  "most  of  the  buildings  immediately  surrounding  the 
site"  are  not  of  a  Modem  style  and  building  materials,  the  surrounding  neighborhood  does 
include  Modern  buildings  constructed  of  materials  similar  to  that  of  the  proposed  project.  As 
such,  as  stated  in  the  DEIR  on  page  III.C-10,  the  project  would  not  introduce  building  materials 
or  an  architectural  style  that  are  foreign  to  the  surrounding  neighborhood.  Also,  see  response  to 
Comment  A- 12. 

Further,  the  commenter' s  suggestion  that  the  DEIR's  analysis  regarding  the  proposed  project's 
compatibility  with  the  residential  character  of  the  neighborhood  would  equally  apply  to  a  30- 
story  apartment  building,  is  incorrect.  The  proposed  project  conforms  to  the  low-scale,  moderate 
residential  density  of  a  R-3  zoning  district  and  40-X  height  and  bulk  district.  These  regulatory 
limitations  would  preclude  construction  of  a  30-story  apartment  tower  and  therefore  such  a 
proposal  would  not  be  similarly  evaluated  as  compatible  with  the  neighborhood's  residential 
character.  (Also,  see  the  last  paragraph  of  the  response  to  Comment  A-5.) 

B-30)    Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A- 13.  To  further  clarify  this  issue,  the  first  sentence  of  the 
first  paragraph  under  the  heading  "Views  of  Site"  on  page  III.C-2  of  the  DEIR  is  revised  as 
follows  (new  language  is  underlined;  deleted  language  is  shown  in  strikcthrough): 

There  are  three  primary  representative  views  in  vantage  points  from  which  the 
site  can  be  viewed  prominently  from  public  viewpoints:  the  intersection  of 
Sansome  and  Filbert  Streets,  the  Filbert  Steps,  and  Alta  Street  east  of 
Montgomery  Street. 

B-3i)  The  statement  on  pages  III. C- 10  and  11  (and  in  the  Summary  on  p.  1-4)  of  the  DEIR  that  "When 
compared  to  pre- 1992  conditions,  when  the  McNear  building  was  located  on  the  site,  the  project 
would  result  in  only  a  minimal  change"  is  made  in  reference  to  the  difference  in  the  views  from 
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the  representative  vantage  points  studied  in  the  DEIR.  While  the  proposed  project  would  be 
taller,  wider,  and  extend  deeper  on  the  site  than  did  the  McNear  building,  in  terms  of  the 
difference  in  views  (what  would  and  wouldn't  be  seen  as  a  result  of  the  building's  placement), 
the  analysis  of  the  effects  on  views  on  pages  III.C-10  and  1 1  demonstrates  that  there  would  not 
be  a  substantial  change.  Regarding  the  cumulative  effects  related  to  the  proposed  project,  see 
response  to  Comment  A-8. 

Further,  as  argued  by  the  commenter,  the  conclusions  about  the  level  of  effects  on  the 
environment  of  the  project  have  not  been  evaluated  based  on  a  comparison  to  1992  site 
conditions,  but  instead  relative  to  existing  vacant  conditions  on  the  site.  As  noted  previously, 
with  respect  to  various  aspects  of  the  project,  comparison  to  the  McNear  building  provides  an 
informational  frame  of  reference  to  recent  conditions  on  the  site.  They  are  not  the  basis  for 
environmental  conclusion,  i.e.  project  effects. 

B-32)    See  response  to  Comment  A-3. 

B-33)    The  DEIR  acknowledges  that  the  tree  could  potentially  be  removed  from  the  site  as  stated  on 

page  III.C-11:  "Much  of  the  north  elevation  would  be  obscured  by  an  existing  large  tree  located 
at  the  southern  edge  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  within  the  project  site,  but  if  the  tree  were  to 
someday  be  removed,  the  entire  facade  of  the  lower  mass  would  be  visible."  The  DEIR  thus 
analyzes  an  even  more  conservative  view  of  what  the  site  would  look  like  if  the  tree  were 
without  its  leaves.  Further,  Figure  16  is  a  photograph  of  the  site  that  shows  the  tree  as  it  appears 
currently  on  the  site.  Figure  17  is  a  photosimulation  of  what  the  proposed  project  would  be 
expected  to  look  like,  and  although  an  exact  depiction  is  impossible,  the  photosimulation 
provides  a  fair  and  faithful  representation. 

B-34)   There  is  no  inherent  contradiction  between  the  conclusion  of  the  DEIR  that  the  proposed  project 
would  "not  substantially  detract  from  the  visual  experience  of  the  Garden"  and  the  statement  in 
the  DEIR  that  acknowledges  the  project  would  be  built  on  a  steep  slope  (above  the  Garden). 
These  statements  are  both  correct. 

B-35)   As  stated  in  the  response  to  Comment  A-1,  project  compliance  with  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Code,  including  Section  101.1  (Proposition  M  Priority  Policies)  is  properly  evaluated  separately 
from  a  project's  physical  environmental  effects;  the  project  case  report  will  address  compliance 
with  Planning  Code  Section  101.1,  as  well  as  other  Code  sections  applicable  to  use,  height  and 
bulk,  parking,  the  sponsor's  application  for  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  under  Article  10, 
and  other  matters  of  purview  under  the  Code.  The  EIR  adequately  evaluates  the  project's 
physical  impacts,  including  effects  of  shadow  on  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  the  Filbert 
Street  Steps  (discussed  in  detail  in  sections  III.D,  Shadow,  and  III.F,  Biology,  of  the  DEIR),  and 
provides  sufficient  information  for  the  decision-makers  (the  Planning  Commission)  to  determine 
the  physical  effects  of  project  construction.  Further,  Section  101.1  of  the  Planning  Code  does  not 
preclude  the  casting  of  any  new  shadow,  rather  it  puts  limitations  on  when,  where,  and  under 
which  circumstances  new  shadow  can  be  cast. 
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B-36)   The  commenters  correctly  point  out  that  the  DEIR  te.xt,  particularly  the  first  two  full  paragraphs 
on  p.  III.D-3.  is  not  consistent  with  the  shadow  analysis  presented  in  Figures  20  through  35. 
While  the  figures  accurately  portray  project  shadow  effects,  the  two  paragraphs  of  text  refer  to 
the  sun  path  or  "fisheye"  analysis  depicted  in  EER  Figure  36,  p.  III.D-21,  which  portrays  shadow 
effects  on  a  point  within  the  Garden  at  the  northern  edge  of  the  project  site. 

To  make  the  EIR  text  consistent  with  the  analysis  depicted  in  Figures  20  -  35,  the  first  two 
paragraphs  under  "E\  aluation  of  Impacts"  on  p.  nLD-3  are  revised  as  follows,  and  are  moved  to 
the  discussion  of  the  sun  path  analysis,  becoming  the  first  and  second  full  paragraphs  on  p.  III.D- 
22  (new  language  is  underlined;  deleted  language  is  shown  in  strikcthrough): 

The  shadow  conditions  with  the  project  were  compared  to  conditions  with  the 
site  vacant,  as  it  is  currently,  and  with  the  McXear  building  located  on  the  site. 
The  difference  in  shadow  effects  caused  by  the  project  when  compared  to  the 
vacant  site  in  its  current  condition  is  that  the  project  would  add  shadow  to  the 
photo  location  analvzed  Garden  and  adjoining  areas  for  an  interval  of  about  two 
hours  (10:00  a.m.  to  noon  PST)  during  two  six-week  intervals  —  from  late 
Januan.'  until  early  March  and  from  early  October  until  late  November. 
Currenth'.  the  studv  location  Garden  and  adjoining  area  receives  no  sun  after 
mid-day  under  existing  conditions.  When  compared  to  conditions  with  the 
McNear  building  on  the  site,  the  project  would  result  in  30  additional  minutes 
(10:00  a.m.  to  10:30  a.m.  PST)  of  shadow  during  the  same  two  six-week  periods. 
The  extent  of  new  shadow  at  various  times  of  the  day  and  during  different 
seasons  is  discussed  below. 

The  project  would  add  no  new  shadow  during  the  two  months  of  the  year  when 
the  stud\"  location  within  the  Garden  is  currently  in  shade.  Xor  would  the  project 
add  new  shadow  to  this  location  the  Garden  during  the  inter%'al  from  early  March 
until  early  October,  when  this  location  the  Garden  is  currenci}'  in  full  sun  from 
morning  until  mid-afternoon.  Accordingly,  the  Initial  Stud\'  for  the  proposed 
project  concluded  that  the  project  would  not  ha\  e  a  substantial  adverse  effect  on 
the  biology  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden.  For  more  detailed  information 
regarding  the  potential  impacts  of  the  project  on  biological  resources  in  the 
Garden  as  a  result  of  additional  shadow,  see  the  discussion  in  section  III.F, 
Biology,  that  has  been  added  for  informational  purposes. 

With  the  above  change  to  the  DEIR  text,  the  third  paragraph  under  "Evaluation  of  Impacts"  on 
p.  III.D-3  then  becomes  the  first  paragraph  under  that  heading.  The  founh  (now  second) 
paragraph  is  re\  ised.  and  the  text  is  added  immediately  thereafter,  as  follows  (new  language  is 
underlined:  deleted  language  is  shown  in  strikethroughj: 

Referring  to  Figures  20-35.  the  shadow  coverage  from  the  proposed  project  would 
be  greater  than  at  present,  with  no  building  on  the  site,  and  similar  in  extent  to  also 
greater,  at  cenain  times,  than  that  from  the  McNear  building.  At  other  times- 
project  shadow  w  ould  be  no  greater  than  that  from  the  McXear  building. 
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As  can  be  seen  in  the  figures,  the  project  would  add  new  shadow  to  the  Garden 
both  adjacent  to  and  within  the  project  site  in  the  morning  and  early  afternoon  in 
March  and  September  (see  Figures  20-22  and  28-30).  The  project  would  also  add 
a  small  amount  of  shadow  to  the  Garden,  near  the  Filbert  Street  Steps,  in 
December  (see  Figures  32  and  33);  new  shadow  would  otherv,'ise  be  limited  in 
December  because  much  of  the  Garden  is  already  in  shade;  the  same  would 
generally  hold  true  in  November  and  January.  In  June,  there  would  be  no  new 
shadow  on  the  Garden  at  the  times  studied  because  the  height  of  the  sun  would 
result  in  the  project  casting  relatively  short  shadow^s.  Of  the  new  shadow  cast  by 
the  project,  most  would  fall  outside  the  "Maintained  Central  Portion  of  Garden." 
identified  in  EIR  Figure  40.  p.  III.F-5.  in  the  discussion  of  biological  resources. 

In  addition  to  the  above  changes,  the  following  new  text  replaces  the  first  two  paragraphs  on 
p.  1-5  in  the  Summary: 

The  project  would  add  new  shadow  to  the  most  intensively  maintained  eastern 
portion  of  Garden  in  the  morning  and  early  afternoon  in  March  and  September, 
as  well  as  in  the  morning  December,  when  most  of  the  eastern  Garden  is  already 
in  shade  and  new  shadow  would  fall  near  the  Filbert  Street  steps.  In  June, 
shadows  would  be  limited  by  the  height  of  the  sun.  and  no  new  shadow  would 
reach  the  Garden. 

The  four  times  of  year  for  which  shadow  diagrams  are  presented  are  intended  to  provide  a 
representative  analysis  of  project  shadow  effects:  shadows  are  longest  in  December,  on  the 
winter  solstice,  and  shortest  in  June,  on  the  summer  solstice.  On  the  spring  equinox,  in  March, 
shadows  are  midway  through  a  period  of  shortening,  and  on  the  fall  equinox,  in  September, 
shadows  are  midway  through  a  period  of  lengthening.  (Shadows  are  somewhat  different  on 
March  21  and  September  21  for  the  same  clock  time  largely  because  the  former  date  occurs 
during  standard  time  and  the  latter  date,  during  daylight  savings  time,  and  also  due  to  variations 
in  the  earth's  orbit.) 

It  is  not  true,  as  the  commenters  claim,  that  portions  of  the  shadow  analysis  are  "of  little  value;" 
rather,  what  the  winter  solstice  (December  21)  analysis  indicates  is,  as  noted  by  the  commenter, 
that  much  (although  not  all)  of  the  area  that  could  potentially  be  affected  by  project  shadow  is 
already  in  shade,  and  that  the  project,  therefore,  would  have  limited  effect.  Similarly,  the  project 
would  have  relatively  little  effect  at  the  summer  solstice.  Shadow  effects  would  increase  as  fall 
arrives  and  project  shadows  lengthen,  then  decrease  towards  the  start  of  winter,  as  the 
topography  of  Telegraph  Hill  begins  to  blunt  the  effect  of  project  shadow.  This  pattern  would 
reverse  between  December  and  June. 

As  shown  in  Figures  20  -  35,  and  noted  by  the  commenter,  there  are  points  within  the  garden 
where  new  project  shadow  would  last  for  longer  than  two  hours  per  day  over  two  six-week 
periods  indicated  for  the  point  analyzed  in  the  sun  path  ("fisheye")  analysis  presented  in 
Figure  36.  However,  the  sun  path  analysis  accurately  reflects  general  conditions  in  the 
"Maintained  Central  Portion  of  Garden"  identified  in  Figure  40.  There  would  be  points  within 
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this  maintained  area  of  the  Garden  where  shadow  effects  would  be  somewhat  greater,  and  points 
where  effects  would  be  somewhat  less.  However,  the  "Analysis  of  Sun  Angles"  cited  by  the 
commenters  is  not  directly  comparable  to  the  EIR's  sun  path  analysis,  for  at  least  two  reasons. 
First,  the  sun  path  analysis  in  Figure  36  presents  year-round  effects  on  a  single  point  throughout 
the  day,  while  the  October  1997  analysis  referred  to  by  the  commenters  examines  year-round 
effects  on  a  single  point  at  a  single  time  of  day  (12:00  noon).  This  latter  approach  would  be 
analogous  to  following  the  figure-eight-shaped  trace  of  one  time  on  Figure  36.  Second,  and 
more  important  to  the  determination  of  effects,  the  sun  path  analysis  in  Figure  36  is  based  on  a 
photograph  of  the  site,  which  includes  existing  vegetation,  while  the  October  1997  analysis  is 
based  on  the  slope  of  the  hill.  (Both  analyses  use  sun  angles  to  calculate  when  shadow  would 
and  would  not  occur.)  Looking  at  the  photograph  in  Figure  36,  one  can  see  that  the  concrete 
retaining  wall  along  Alta  Street  at  the  southern  project  site  boundary  -  which  is  the  basis  for  the 
portrayal  of  existing  shadow  in  the  October  1997  analysis  -  is  not  visible,  as  it  is  obscured  by 
vegetation  (which  is  taller  than  the  retaining  wall  when  viewed  from  the  angle  photographed  in 
Figure  36,  meaning  that  Figure  36  shows  more  existing  shadow  and  therefore  less  new  shadow 
than  was  found  in  the  "Analysis  of  Sun  Angles"  cited  by  the  commenters). 

When  the  two  analyses  are  compared  at  a  single  time  throughout  the  year  (using  1 1:00  a.m.  in 
Figure  36,  rather  than  12:00  noon,  because  the  project  would  not  cause  new  shadow  at  noon  at 
the  study  location),  it  is  seen  that  they  are  quite  consistent  in  terms  of  the  total  days  of  shadow. 
As  shown  in  Figure  36,  at  1 1:00  a.m.,  shadow  would  begin  in  early  October  and  last  through 
early  March,  for  about  five  months,  or  150  days  of  shadow.  However,  the  slope  and  the  existing 
vegetation  currently  combine  to  shade  the  study  location  for  about  two  months  (December  and 
January),  leaving  a  net  increase  of  about  13  weeks  of  new  shadow,  which  is  comparable  to  the 
"two  six-week  intervals"  described  on  p.  III.D-3  (in  the  paragraphs  that,  as  noted  above,  are 
moved  to  p.  III.D-22).  By  comparison,  the  October  1997  analysis  referred  to  by  the  commenters 
identifies  a  total  of  141  days  (about  4.6  months)  of  shadow  at  a  nearby  study  location,  which  is 
slightly  less  than,  but  similar  to,  the  150  days  of  shadow  reported  for  Figure  36.  The  net  increase 
of  1 15  days  (16  weeks)  in  the  October  1997  analysis  is  more  than  the  13  weeks  identified  in 
Figure  36,  because  of  the  difference  in  study  locations  and  because  the  October  1997  analysis 
assumes  less  existing  shadow  since  it  ignores  vegetation.  At  any  rate,  the  two  analyses  are 
generally  consistent.  However,  it  does  not  necessarily  follow  that  this  additional  shadow, 
compared  to  existing  conditions,  would  result  in  a  significant  impact.  As  stated  in  the 
Significance  Criteria  on  pp.  III.D-2  -  3  of  the  EIR,  "The  project  would  be  considered  to  have  a 
significant  effect  if  it  would  alter  sun  shading  effects  so  as  to  substantially  affect  public  areas, 
change  the  climate  in  the  immediate  community  or  broader  region,  or  disrupt  or  adversely  affect 
an  historic  resource."  In  the  case  of  the  proposed  project,  large  areas  of  the  Garden  that  currently 
receive  sun  would  remain  in  sunlight  following  construction  of  the  project,  particularly  during 
the  six-month  period  between  the  spring  and  fall  equinoxes,  when  there  is  the  greatest  amount  of 
sunlight,  and  during  the  late  fall  to  early  winter,  when  much  of  the  Garden  is  already  in  shade. 
During  early  to  mid-fall  and  mid-  to  late  winter,  project  shadow  effects  would  be  more 
pronounced.  Therefore,  it  is  reasonable  to  assume  that  the  Garden  would  continue  to  be  attractive 
to  visitors  and  residents,  and  that  use  of  the  Garden  would  continue.  Further,  as  stated  in 
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Section  III.F,  Biology,  of  the  EIR,  the  increased  shadow  caused  by  the  project  would  not  cause 
substantial  adverse  effects  on  plant  habitat. 

Regarding  the  former  McNear  building,  it  is  seen  in  Figure  36  that  shadow  effects  from  the 
proposed  project  would  be  similar  to  those  from  the  prior  building.  However,  as  stated  in  the 
response  to  Comment  A-20,  the  EIR  analysis  is  not  based  on  a  comparison  of  the  proposed 
project  to  the  McNear  building. 

Concerning  the  language  in  the  Initial  Study,  as  explained  above,  the  shadow  analysis,  as 
presented  in  Figures  20  -  35  and  in  the  accompanying  text  (as  revised  herein),  accurately 
portrays  shadow  effects  on  the  whole  of  the  surrounding  area,  including  the  Grace  Marchant 
Garden  (and,  in  particular,  the  most  intensively  maintained  eastern  portion)  and  the  Filbert  Street 
Steps. 

In  summary,  Figures  20  -  36  accurately  portray  shadow  effects  of  the  proposed  project.  The  text 
revisions  provided  herein  do  not  change  the  analysis  depicted  in  the  figures,  nor  do  they  alter  the 
conclusion  of  the  DEIR,  that  the  project  would  increase  shadow,  compared  to  existing 
conditions,  but  not  to  a  degree  that  would  substantially  affect  public  areas  -  notably  the 
Maintained  Central  Portion  of  the  Garden;  change  the  climate;  or  disrupt  or  adversely  affect  the 
Grace  Marchant  Garden  in  any  substantial  manner.  (Regarding  physical  effects  of  increased 
shadow  on  the  flora  of  the  Garden,  as  stated  in  EIR  Section  III.F,  Biology,  the  project  "would 
not .  .  .  represent  a  substantial  diminishing  of  a  plant  habitat,"  and  "would  not  preclude  the 
ongoing  use  of  the  space  as  an  attractive  public  garden,  as  it  had  been  previous  to  1992  and  has 
continued  to  since.") 

Two  additional  factors  are  worth  bearing  in  mind  in  reviewing  the  shadow  analysis  in  the  EIR. 
First,  the  modeled  analysis  of  project  shadow  in  Figures  20-35  does  not  account  for  vegetation  in 
the  Garden.  (The  sun  path  analysis  in  Figure  36,  which  is  derived  from  a  photograph,  does 
include  vegetation,  as  noted  above.)  While  vegetation  is  typically  ignored  in  shadow  analyses,  on 
the  theory  that  it  can  be  removed  and  therefore  its  shadow  effects  are  "temporary"  compared  to 
effects  of  buildings,  in  the  case  of  the  project  area,  the  very  fact  that  abundant  vegetation  exists 
is  perhaps  the  key  defining  feature  of  the  Garden.  Therefore,  it  should  be  noted  that  some  areas 
depicted  as  being  in  sunlight  in  EIR  Figures  20-35  may  be  shaded  by  existing  vegetation  during 
the  growing  season.  Shadow  effects  of  both  the  prior  building  and  the  proposed  project  are 
analyzed  without  this  existing  shadow,  potentially  making  the  building-generated  shadow  appear 
greater  than  it  may  be.  Second,  the  irregularity  of  the  site  and  vicinity  topography  inherently 
introduces  uncertainty  into  the  computer-generated  shadow  diagrams  that  are  the  basis  for 
Figures  20-35.  It  is  possible  that  some  areas  of  uneven  topography  are  shaded  by  the  hill  itself, 
which  again  leads  potentially  to  a  conservative  analysis.  Having  said  that,  there  is  no  question 
that  the  project  would  cast  additional  shadow  on  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  compared  to  both 
existing  conditions  (with  no  building  on  the  site)  and  compared  to  conditions  with  the  prior 
building.  As  illustrated  in  EIR  Figure  36, /or  any  given  point  where  new  shadow  (compared  to 
existing  conditions)  is  cast,  new  shadow  would  last  no  longer  than  approximately  two  hours  on 
any  given  day.  However, /or  the  Garden  as  a  whole  new  shadow  (compared  to  existing 
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conditions)  would  last  for  a  period  of  several  hours  daily,  year-round,  except  during  late  spring 
and  early  summer. 

B-37)   While  it  is  true  that  the  project  would  increase  shadow  beyond  that  cast  by  existing  buildings  on 
the  north  side  of  Alta  Street,  shadow  from  those  buildings  is  accounted  for  in  the  depiction  of 
"existing"  shadow  in  EIR  Figures  20-35.  CEQA  requires  that  project  impacts  be  assessed  against 
the  existing  environment,  both  natural  and  man-made  (CEQA  Guidelines  Sees.  15125,  15360). 
Thus,  the  impact  of  these  existing  buildings  is  depicted  in  Figures  20-35,  as  well  as  in  Figure  36. 

B-38)   There  is  no  logical  reason  to  apply  the  standards  contained  in  Planning  Code  Section  295  to  the 
proposed  project.  As  noted  by  the  commenter,  Section  295  applies  expressly  to  properties  under 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Department. 

B-39)   The  geotechnical  studies  were  performed  to  determine  how,  considering  the  conditions  of  the 
site,  the  project  could  be  constructed.  The  statement  on  page  III.E-1 1  of  the  DEIR:  "The 
geotechnical  reports  found  the  site  suitable  for  development  providing  that  the  recommendations 
included  in  the  report  were  incorporated  into  the  design  and  construction  of  the  proposed 
development,"  means  that  a  building  can  be  built  on  this  site,  but  before  it  does,  the  geotechnical 
recommendations  are  to  be  followed. 

The  statement  on  Page  5  of  the  Cotton,  Shires,  and  Associates  report,  "Should  the  results  of  the 
above  recommendations  be  favorable  for  site  development,  the  following  items  .  .  ."  is  not  saying 
that  if  results  of  the  above  recommendations  are  not  favorable,  then  the  site  can  not  be  developed. 
Rather,  this  means  that  if  the  prescribed  additional  recommendations  (which  supplement  and  "fine- 
tune"  the  analysis  already  conducted  by  Rogers/Pacific)  are  carried  out  and  determine  the  rock  slope 
stable,  then  the  slope  is  favorable  for  the  proposed  project.  However,  if  additional  analysis 
determines  the  slope  not  capable  to  support  the  proposed  building,  then  the  foundation  would  need 
to  be  reengineered.  The  conclusion  can  thus  be  drawn  that  development  of  the  project  is  feasible 
from  a  geotechnical  standpoint  and  that  the  recommendations  provided  by  Cotton,  Shires  and 
Associates  should  be  included  in  the  project's  final  design. 

B-40)    The  statement,  made  on  page  in.E-9  of  the  DEIR,  "Absent  the  above  measures,  rockfalls  would 
be  expected  to  occur  from  the  steep  slope  east  of  the  proposed  project,"  is  made  under  the  project 
impacts  section  and  refers  to  measures  that  are  required  in  order  to  stabilize  the  slope  if  the 
project  were  to  be  built.  The  statement  on  page  ni.E-3  of  the  DEIR,  "At  this  time,  there  are  no 
requirements  or  plans  for  further  stabilization  of  the  slope,  absent  construction  of  the  proposed 
project,"  is  merely  a  statement  of  fact  and  in  no  way  conflicts  with  the  statement  quoted  above 
from  page  in.E-9. 

The  commenter  also  states  that  the  DEIR  suggests  that  the  stabilization  measures  previously  done 
on  the  site  under  the  auspices  of  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  "were  not  satisfactory." 
The  DEER  nowhere  makes  such  a  statement.  The  DEIR  does  conclude  (on  page  VI-I  of  the 
DEER),  based  on  the  analyses  conducted  by  two  geotechnical  engineering  firms,  Rogers/Pacific 
and  Cotton,  Shires,  and  Associates,  that  if  the  site  were  to  remain  vacant  and  no  further 
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Stabilization  measures  were  taken,  "Over  time,  degradation  and  raveling  could  eventually  cause 
the  existing  concrete  foundation  remains  to  also  become  unstable"  and  "...erosion  of  the  slope 
could  eventually  cause  the  existing  rockbolts  to  become  undermined  and  break  away  from  the 
slope."  Based  on  the  existing  patterns  of  water  infiltration  and  related  erosion,  the  above-quoted 
conclusions  are  logical. 

B-41)    See  response  to  Comment  B-39.  The  analysis  that  is  provided  by  the  Alan  Kjopp  report  supports 
the  information  provided  in  the  Cotton,  Shires  report.  As  stated  in  the  response  to  comment  B-39, 
the  findings  from  the  additional  analysis  as  recommended  by  Cotton,  Shires  (and  Kropp)  would 
serve  to  strengthen  what  is  already  known  of  the  rock  slope  and  would  be  used  to  refine  the 
foundation  design  and  other  geotechnical  issues,  not  determine  simply  if  the  site  is  suitable  for 
development. 

B-42)    It  is  not  within  the  scope  of  an  EIR  to  analyze  the  particular  foundation  design  of  the  proposed 
project,  merely  to  discuss  the  potential  physical  effects  on  the  environment  if  the  project  were  to 
be  constructed  as  proposed  and  recommend  mitigation  measures  if  significant  impacts  are 
identified.  Further,  ultimate  review  of  the  final  design  for  the  proposed  project  would  be 
conducted  by  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection,  and,  as  stated  on  page  ni.E-1 1  of  the  DEIR, 
such  review  would  ensure  that  "any  potentially  significant  geologic,  seismic,  landslide  or 
construction-related  hazards  associated  with  structural  collapse,  slope  failure  or  rockfall  would 
be  mitigated  during  the  permit  review  process.  .  ." 

B-43)    Please  see  the  response  to  Comments  A-21  and  A-22.  As  noted  in  those  responses,  the  EIR  also 
evaluates  another  alternative  that  would  construct  a  single-family  dwelling  on  the  project  site. 
This  Alternative  C  is  now  the  project  sponsor's  preferred  alternative. 

B-44)    Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-9. 

B-45)    The  analysis  provided  in  section  III.F  regarding  the  potential  shading  effects  on  the  biology  of 
the  plants  in  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  is  based  on  the  total  shade  that  the  plants  would  receive 
subsequent  to  the  proposed  project  being  constructed.  This  means  that  the  effects  of  shade  from 
the  project  in  addition  to  shade  from  existing  conditions  (i.e.  topography  and  built  structures) 
was  considered.  The  consideration  of  existing  shadow  conditions  is  discussed  on  page  III.F- 11  of 
the  DEIR  and  states:  "Most  of  the  planted  species  currently  in  the  Garden  are  already  somewhat 
tolerant  of  shade,  since  the  exposure  and  existing  buildings  already  cast  shade  into  the  Gardens. 
In  addition,  the  plantings  put  in  place  prior  to  1992  were  established  when  the  shade  regime 
included  the  former  building,  which  cast  about  three-fourths  as  much  shade  as  the  proposed 
structure.  Therefore,  most  of  the  plantings  currently  in  the  Garden,  especially  the  older  ones,  are 
expected  to  continue  to  thrive." 


97.433E  /  22  -  30  Alta  Street  EIR 


C&R.88 


ESA/ 970415 


LANDMARKS  PRESERVATION  ADVISORY  BOARD 

1660  MISSION  STREET.  5TH  FLOOR,  SAN  Ff^NGISCO,  CA  94103-2414 
I  LL.  (415)  558-6345  •  FAX.  (415)  558-6409 


December  8,  1998 


Ms.  Hillary  e.  Gitelwan 
Environmental  Review  Officer- 
San  Francisco  Planning  Deparlnnent 
1660  Mission  street.  Fifth  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103-2414 


RE:     cesunents  on  Draft  EIR  for  22-30  Alta  Street 
(Flanning  Department  File  Ko.  97.433E) 


Dear  Me.  Gitelman: 

These  comments  on  the  Draft  Environmental  impact  Report  for 
the  proposed  condominiums  development  project  at  22-30  Alta 
Str©«t   ("DEIR")   are  presented  on  behalf  of  the  San  Francisco 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  ("LandmarKs  Board"),  which 
addroesad  this  matter  in  a  public  hearing  on  December  2,  1998. 

While  this  project  is  a  proposed  development  of  condominium 
units  on  only  one  parcel  of  property,  the  site's  location  on  the 
slopes  of  Talagi-aph  Hill  within  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic 
District  and  adjacent  to  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  in  the 
vicinity  of  the  highly  cignificant  Filbert  Steps  and  remnants  of 
the  boardwalk  streets  like  Mapier  Lane  surviving  from  the  early 
days  of  San  Francisco's  history  demand  that  the  environmental 
assessment  of  this  proposed  project  be  done  comprehensively  and 
with  scrupulous  attention  to  detail. 


I.      SITE  LOCATION. 

The  sub-section  of  the  Project  Description  beginning  on 
p.    II-l  needs  expansion  to  include  a  detailed  graphic  survey  of 
adjacent  and  contributory  (to  the  Historic  District)  buildings, 
such  as  that  prepared  by  the  Alta/ Filbert  Preservation 
Association  dated  October  14,   1997  and  presented  to  the  Landmarks 
Board.     Also  this  setting   sub-section  deserves  more  attention  to 
the  Grace  Marchant  Garden,   the  Filbert  Steps,   and  the  Napier  Lane 
boardwalk  street. 


II.      PROJECT  CHARACTERISTICS. 

This  sub-section  of  the  Project  Description  needs 
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expansion  by  augmenting  the  narrative  on  p.   II-3  to  specify  how 
far  the  proposed  building  extends  to  the  north  beyond  the  north- 
facing  wall  of  the  ad^jacent  existing  apartment  building  at  34 
Alta  Street  and  hov  close  xt  gets  to  the  historically  significant 
cottage  with  the  address  of  221  Filbert  Street  ofr  the  Filbert 
Steps  adjacent  to  the  parcel  at  a  lower  elevation - 


III.    PROJECT  APPROVTO.  REQUIREMENTS. 

This  section  on  pp.   11-10  and  II-ll  should  be  expanded 
to  reference  the  fact  that  this  proposed  project  was  presented  to 
the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board's  Architectural  Review 
Committee    ("ARC")    in  October  and  November,    1997.  Pertinent 
information   about  the   site  and  surrounding  historic  resources  was 
presented  by  community-based  groups,    and  petitions  containing 
signatures   of   over  3,100  parsons  opposed  to  the  proposed  project 
were  filed  with  the  Landmarks  Board.     The  ARC  recommended  that 
the  project  sponsor  consider  a  smaller  building  complex  which 
would  not  intrude  so  far  to  the  north  nor  tower  so  dramatically 
over  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  the  historically  significant 
cottage  on  adjacent  land  down  near  the  Filbert  Steps.  Frankly, 
we  are  very  surprised  and  disappointed  that  the  project  sponsor 
did  not  take  the  ARC'S  recommendations  more  seriously  and  revise 
the  proposed  project  before  proceeding  with  an  EIR  and  ultimately 
looking  for  a   Certificate  of  Appropriateness.      Our  recommendation 
is  that  the  Landmarks   Board  Minutes  summarizing  the  advice  and 
direction  of  the  ARC  be  quoted  verbatim  or  included  as  an  Exhibit 
in  the  Final  EIR. 


IV.         GEHJlRAIt  ■  PLAN  POI/ICIES  AND  OBJECTIVES. 

The  authors  of  the  DEIR  are  to  be  commended  on 
distilling  from  the  Elements  of  the  city  and  County's  General 
Plan  the  pertinent  Policies  and  Objectives  and  summarizing  them 
on  pp.   11-11  through  ir-l3.     However,   what  is  missing  from  the 
DEIR  is  an  analysis  of  the  extent  of  compliance  or  non-compliance 
of  the  proposed  project  with  the  City  and  County's  General  Plan. 
The  Final  EIR  should  analyse  the  proposed  project's  compliance 
with  each  of  these  pertinent  General  Plan  objectives  and  policies 
and  point  out  clearly   for  e^ch  one  whether  the  proposed  project 
would  be  in  or  out  of  compliance  with  each  one. 
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V.        IMPACTS  ON  HISTORIC  ARCHITBCTPRAL  RESOXmCEB . 

our  undersranding  is  that  CEQA  requires  analysis  of  a 
development  project  proposed  for  a  currently  vacant  piece  of 
property  to  compare  the  project  to  open  land  and  not  to  a  former 
but  destroyed  structure  on  the  site.     It  is  not  appropriate  to 
compare  this  project  with  the  former  McNear  building. 

The  analysis  of  the  proposed  building  complex's 
comparative  size  should  detail  the  extent  that  the  proposed 
building  extends  into  the  parcel  to  the  north  beyond  the  existing 
buildings  along  the  north  side  of  Alta  Street.     The  analysis  on 
p.  III.B-14  is  limited  to  height  and  width,  but  not  depth  of  the 
structure,  which  is  a  critical  factor. 

The  Conclusion  on  p.  II.B-16  that  the  project  would  not 
"result  in  a  compromise  in  the  Integrity  or  significance  of  any 
of  the  adjacent  buildings  that  are  identified  as  Contributory  to 
the  district"  lacks  clarity,  relevance  or  appropriateness.  Does 
a  "compromise  of  integrity"  require  that  a  project  structure 
slice  into  an  existing  building,  or  does  a  "compromise  of 
significance"  require  a  "de-listing"  of  the  contributory 
significance  of  a  building  determined  by  previous  surveys  and  the 
City's  prior  determinations  in  adopting  the  Historic  District? 
The  DEIR  does  not  adequately  consider  whether  the  proposed 
project  would  overwhelm  or  tower  over  the  contributory  cottage  at 
221  Filbert  Street  and  therefore  adversely  affect  the  qualities 
of  enjoyment  of  that  identified  historic  resource.  The 
Conclusions  section  here  does  not  adequately  describe  the 
analytic  route  whereby  the,  DEIR's  authors  moved  from  selected 
facts  to  findings  supporting  their  conclusions  here. 


VI.        SHADOW  IMPACTS. 

Testimony  at  our  hearing  on  December  2nd  and 
documentation  presented  at  the  ARC  hearing  on  the  project  last 
Fall  indicates  that  there  are  some  real  questions  about  the 
completeness  and  accuracy  of  the  shadow  analysis  presented  in  the 
DEIR.     We  recommend  that  the  analysis  go  beyond  the  minimum 
statutory  recfuirements  and  get  comprehensive  and  accurate  data  on 
how  the  proposed  project  will  really  affect  shadowing  on  the 
Grace  Merchant  Garden. 
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VII.      MITIGATION  MEASURES. 

We  disagree  with  the  implied  conclusion  of  the  deir 
Thar  there  are  no  significant  impacts  on  historic  resources 
requiring  mitigation.     sometimes  in  CEQA  matters,  mitigation 
measures  and  alternatives  rend  to  merge,  and  this  is  such  a  case. 
The  most  obvious  mitigation  measure  for  potentially  significant 
adverse  impacts  on  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  the  contributory 
adjacent  building  at  221  Filbert  street  is  to  scale  the  project 
back  away  from  these  highly  valuable  and  significant  historic 
resources . 


VIII.      SIGNIFICANT  EFFECTS  THAT  CANNOT  BE  AVOIDgP. 

We  strongly  disagree  with  the  conclusion  of  the  authors 
of  the  DEIR  on  p.  V-1  that  there  are  no  significant  adverse 
impacts  of  the  proposed  project.     As  indicated  above,  there  is 
ample  evidence  and  a  fair  argument  that  the  scale,  bulk  and 
westward  extent  of  the  proposed  building  complex  will  have 

significant  adverse  impacts  on  important  historic  resources   

the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  the  contributory  adjacent  building 
at  221  Filbert  Street  on  the  Filbert  Steps. 


IX.     ALTERNATIVES . 

The  DEIR  is  seriously  deficient  for  failing  to  provide 
a  reduced-size  alternative  along  the  lines  suggested  by  the 
Landmarks  Board's  ARC  in  its  hearings  on  this  project  in  October 
and  November  of  1997.     It  is  obvious  that  a  reduced  scale 
building  complex  which  has  less  height  and  bulk  and  does  not 
impinge  so  deeply  to  the  north  should  be  analyzed  to  determine  if 
it  is  an  environmentally  superior  alternative. 


X.  CONCLUSTQW. 

We  urge  the  Planning  Commission  to  give  directions  to 
staff  and  the  consultant  authors  of  the  DEIR  to  make  the  changes 
necessary  for  a  legally  adequate  EIR  that  can  appropriately  guide 
decision-makers  in  considering  the  merits  of  the  project  itself 
when  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  and  any  other 
governmental  approvals  come  up  for  review  and  action. 
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Sincerely, 


:ereiy, 

DANIEL  r.  REIDY  ^^^^^ 
President  Q 

cc:  Members  of  the  LandmarKs  Board 


I 


 VIII.SUMMARY  OF  COMIVIENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

D.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

LETTER  C  -  DANIEL  F.  REmY,  SAN  FRANCISCO  LANDMARKS 
PRESERVATION  ADVISORY  BOARD 


C-1)     To  clarify  the  location  of  existing  Contributory  buildings,  a  map  is  added  to  Section  III.B  as 

Figure  7a.  Information  regarding  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  Napier  Lane,  and  the  Filbert  Steps 
is  provided  in  the  setting  section  of  Section  III.B. 

C-2)     Figure  2  on  page  II-4  of  the  DEIR  clearly  shows  the  proximity  of  the  proposed  project  with  the 
adjacent  building  located  at  221  Filbert  Street.  To  clarify  the  relationship  of  the  proposed  project 
with  the  adjacent  structure  at  34  Alta  Street,  the  following  is  added  to  the  end  of  the  second 
sentence  of  paragraph  three  on  page  II- 1 : 

,  about  25  feet  north  of  the  northern  face  of  34  Alta  Street,  the  building  adjacent 
to  the  project  site  on  its  western  property  line. 

C-3)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-6. 

C-4)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-1. 

C-5)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-20. 

C-6)     The  DEIR  addresses  this  issue  by  stating  on  page  III.B- 14:  "The  new  building  would  also  extend 
seven  feet  farther  deep  (north)  into  the  lot  at  levels  one  and  two,  compared  to  the  prior  building 
(compare  Figures  12  and  13)."  See  also  the  response  to  Comment  C-2. 

C-7)     Please  see  the  response  to  comment  B-19. 

C-8)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  B-36.  The  analysis  in  Section  III.D  does,  in  fact,  go  beyond 
the  statutory  requirements  of  Planning  Code  Section  295,  and  portrays  shadow  effects 
graphically  for  a  number  of  times  throughout  the  year  (see  Figure  20-36).  In  addition.  Section 
III.F  describes  physical  effects  on  the  flora  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden. 

C-9)     Comment  noted.  Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-5  regarding  the  conclusion  that  there  are 
no  significant  impacts  on  historic  resources.  There  are  no  mitigation  measures  because  no 
significant  impacts  were  identified  in  the  DEIR.  The  DEIR  does  identify  an  alternative  that 
would  have  relatively  less  effect  on  historical  architecture  resources  than  would  the  project.  As 
noted  in  responses  to  Comments  A-21  and  A-22,  the  EIR  also  evaluates  another  alternative  that 
would  construct  a  single-family  dwelling  on  the  project  site.  This  Alternative  C  is  now  the 
project  sponsor's  preferred  alternative. 

C-10)   Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  C-9. 

C-11)    The  DEIR  does  provide  a  "reduced-size  alternative"  with  its  Replacement  Alternative,  a 

structure,  as  stated  on  page  IV- 1,  "that  would  generally  be  a  replica  of  the  former  Fred  McNear, 
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Jr.  Apartment  building  ..."  A  replica  of  the  McNear  building  would  result  in  construction  of  a 
building  that  is  smaller  than  the  proposed  project  and  would  result  in  reduced  physical  effects  on 
the  environment.  Also,  please  see  the  responses  to  Comments  A-21  and  A-22.  As  noted  in  the 
previous  response,  the  EIR  also  analyzes  an  alternative  that  would  construct  a  single-family 
dwelling  on  the  project  site. 
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Not  to  Scale 


SOURCE:  Environmental  Science  Associates 


22  -  30  Alia  Street  ■ 


Figure  7A 

Map  of  Nearby  Contributory  and  Non-Contnbutory 
Buildings  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District 
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December  10.  1998 

Hillary  Gitelman 
Environmental  Review  Officer 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
1 660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

RE:      Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for  22-30  Alta  Street  • 
Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  San  Francisco 
Case  No.  97.433E 

Dear  Ms.  Gitelman, 

We  have  reviewed  the  draft  EIR  for  the  proposed  project  at  22-30  Alta  Sn-eet  in  the 
Telegraph  Hill  Historic  district  and  have  the  following  comments. 

Heritage  has  long  been  concerned  that  the  size  and  mass  of  the  proposed  structure 
does  not  conform  to  the  provisions  of  Article  1 0,  Appendix  G  of  San  Francisco's 
Planning  Code  and  our  position  is  consistent  with  the  recommendations  of  the 
Architectural  Review  Committee  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  in 
its  review  of  the  proposed  project  on  November  5,  1997.  We  would  like  to  see  the 
EIR  address  the  project's  conformity  with  Article  10  in  a  more  complete  and 
meaningful  manner. 

In  particular,  we  note  that  while  the  draft  EIR  details  the  guidelines  of  Anicle  10, 
Appendix  G,  and  claims  that  the  project  "conforms  to  most"  of  the  guidelines,  this 
conclusion  is  unsubstantiated  and  is  not  based  on  a  detailed  assessment  of  the  project 
against  each  of  the  guidelines.  We  don't  believe  that  this  conclusion  can  be  reached 
without  such  a  comprehensive  analysis,  and  believe  that  such  an  analysis  would 
conclude  that  the  project  fails  to  conform  to  most  of  the  guidelines  set  forth  in  Anicle 
10,  Appendix  G. 

V/e  also  point  out  that  the  draft  EIR  makes  little  mention  of  the  cliffs  on  which  the 
proposed  building  is  intended  to  be  constructed  (other  than  in  the  Geology  and 
Seismicity  chapter).  In  describing  the  significance  of  the  District,  Article  10, 
Appendix  G,  Section  5  states  that  the  Cliff's  are  a  "'decisive  factor  in  determining  the 
historic  development  pattern  of  the  area,  [and]  are  a  highly  significant,  aesthetically 
important  component  defining  the  sening  of  the  district."  The  specific  mention  of  the 
cliffs  as  a  feature  in  determining  the  historic  development  of  the  area  qualifies  the 
cliffs  as  a  historic  resource  within  the  meaning  of  CEQA.  As  such  we  believe  the 
EER  should  provide  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  project's  impact  on  this  resource 
including  whether  the  size  of  the  building  relates  to  the  topographical  contour,  and 
more  important,  whether,  the  slope  stabilization  measures  will  jeopardize  the  status 
of  the  cliffs  as  a  historic  resource.  The  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  Ordinance 
specifically  instructs  ways  to  minimize  environmental  impacts,  which  the  draft  EIR 
ignores.  In  particular,  Article  10,  Appendix  G,  Section  7  (h)  (4)  mandates  ''a  '"soft" 
approach  to  cliff  retention...  in  order  to  preserve  the  integrity  of  the  cliffs."  We  are 
very  concerned  that  the  combination  of  rockbolts,  wire  netting,  gunite,  shotcrete  and 
the  skirt  walls  of  the  building  will  destroy  this  important  feature  of  the  district. 
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Hilary  Gitelman 
December  10,  1998 
Page  Two 


In  addition,  the  draft  EIR  does  not  adequately  address  the  impacts  of  the  size  and 
mass  of  the  proposed  project. 

The  draft  EIR  is  fiirther  deficient  in  its  failure  to  consider  an  alternative  project, 
which  is  smaller  in  size  and  mass  and  otherwise  more  closely  conforms  to  the 
existing  requirements  of  Article  10,  Appendix  G  for  new  construction  in  the 
Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District. 

Thank  you  for  considering  our  comments. 


David  A.  Bahlman 
Executive  Director 


VIII.SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


D.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


LETTER  D  -  DAVID  A.  BAHLMAN,  THE  FOUNDATION  FOR  SAN  FRANCISCO'S 
ARCHITECTURAL  HERITAGE 


D-1)  Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-2. 
D-2)  Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-2. 
D-3)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-3. 

D-4)     The  potential  for  impacts  related  to  the  size  and  mass  of  the  proposed  project  are  addressed  as 
part  of  the  Historic  Architectural  Resources  analysis  (section  III.B)  and  the  visual  quality 
analysis  (section  IILC).  Also,  please  see  the  response  to  Corrmient  A-4. 

D-5)     Please  see  the  responses  to  Comments  A-21  and  A-22.  As  noted  in  those  responses,  the  EIR  also 
evaluates  another  alternative  that  would  construct  a  single-family  dwelling  on  the  project  site. 
This  Alternative  C  is  now  the  project  sponsor's  preferred  alternative. 


97.433E  /  22  -  30  Alia  Slrcet  EIR 


C&R.99 


ESA/ 970415 


December  10,  1998 


Mr.  Hector  Chinchilla 
President 

San  Francisco  Planning  Commission 
1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

RE:     Draft  EnvironmentaJ  Impact  Report  for  22-30  Alta  Street 
Dear  Mr.  Chinchilla: 

I  am  the  owner-occupant  of  25  Napier  Lane.  This  letter  offers  several  comments  on 
what  I  believe  are  seriou.n  flaws  in  the  draft  environmental  impact  report  on  the  22  -30  Alta 
Street  project.  Like  others.  I  believe  that  the  Telegraph  Hill  area  affected  by  this  project  has  a 
unique  and  special  historic  character,  but  one  that's  fragile  and  easily  lost.  And  like  others, 
I'm  convinced  this  project  will  materially  impair  the  historic  character  of  the  Filben  Steps 
Corridor,  damage  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  and  disfigure  the  steep  cliffs  that  serve  as 
gateway  to  this  historic  area.  As  proposed,  this  project  would  strike  at  the  heart  of  the 
Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  at  the  very  reasons  the  District  was  established. 

From  my  16  years  on  a  plarming  commission  in  a  town  in  Marin  County,  I  understand 
the  difficulties  you  and  your  colleagues  face,  as  you  try  to  judge  the  adequacy  of  this  draft 
EIR.  Much  work  has  been  done  on  it.  But,  is  the  draft  as  it  stands  sufficient  as  an  informa- 
tional document  for  you  and  the  public?  Does  it  fully  analyze  and  characterize  the  environ- 
mental impacts  of  this  project?  I  do  not  believe  that  it  yet  does.  Here  are  a  few  reasons  why. 

First,  the  draft  EIR  does  not  properlv  compare  the  project  against  clear  tests  of 
environmental  impact  significance  established  by  City  stamtes  and  policies.  For  example,  the 
historic  district  provisions  of  Anicle  10  (Appendix  G)  of  the  City  Plarming  Code,  at  least 
eleven  policies  in  the  City's  General  Plan,  and  three  of  the  eight  priority  policies  adopted  in 
Proposition  M  all  directly  apply  to  this  project  (see  attached  table).  While  these  are  men- 
tioned, the  draft  EIR  fails  to  analyze,  quantitatively  or  otherwise,  the  project  design  implica- 
tions of  these  critical  and  directly  applicable  statements  of  City  law  and  policy.  I  believe  it 
likely  that  the  project,  as  proposed,  would  violate  or  conflict  with  a  number  of  these  statutes 
and  policies. 

Second,  in  evaluating  the  proposed  project's  impact  on  historic  resources,  the  draft  EIR 
fails  to  identify,  and  recommend  mitigations  for,  significant  environmental  impacts  on 
centerpiece  elements  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District.  Under  CEQA,  the  district  is  an 
historical  resource.  If  a  project  would  materially  impair  an  historical  resource,  CEQA 
guidelines  require  it  to  be  judged  a  significant  environmental  impact  and  mitigations  identified. 
How  should  we  judge  impact  significance?  One  standard  for  judging  material  impairment 
might  be  the  criteria  for  approving  a  Cenificate  of  Appropriateness  under  Appendix  G  of 
Anicle  10.  Addition  of  an  evaluation  against  these  or  other  similar  criteria  to  the  ELR  is 
critically  needed. 


I  believe  that  the  project  will  fail  to  meet  the  Appendix  G  test,  thus  requiring  project 
impacts  to  be  judged  significant  and  mitigations  identified.  Here  is  why.  Among  other  things, 
Appendix  G  requires  that  new  construction  be  compatible  with  both  adjacent  buildings  and 
nearby  historic  contributory  buildings.  The  proposed  building  is  twice  the  size  of  the  smaller 
building  that  was  there  before.  Compared  to  adjacent  buildings,  it  is  nearly  8  times  larger  than 
the  cottage  next  door  at  221  Filbert.  It  is  more  than  3  times  larger  than  the  building  next  door 
at  34  Alta.  It  is  more  than  4  times  larger  than  either  of  the  buildings  immediately  across  the 
street  at  17  and  21  Alta.  Compared  to  historic  contributory  buildings,  the  proposed  building  is 
more  than  5  times  larger  than  the  average  of  contributory  buildings  nearby.  And,  it  presents  a 
multi-story,  vertical  wall  to  the  Filbert  Steps,  the  historic  buildings  below,  and  the  Grace 
Marchant  Garden,  whose  shading  it  would  increase. 

Third,  the  draft  EIR  fails  to  properlv  analyze  the  impact  of  the  proposed  building  on 
adjacent  cliffs.  Appendix  G  identifies  the  steep  cliffs,  including  those  on  which  the  project 
proposes  to  build,  as  "a  highly  significant  aesthetically  important  component  defining  the 
setting  of  the  District."  Yet,  the  draft  EIR  does  not  analyze  the  impact  of  proposed  slope 
stabilization  measures.  Instead,  it  merely  lists  them.  Given  the  historic  importance  of  these 
cliffs,  the  EIR  must  fully  evaluate  the  impact  of  building  construction,  and  the  implementation 
of  the  listed  measures. 

I  believe  that  the  questions  that  this  letter  raises  regarding  the  adequacy  of  the  draft  EIR 
are  imponant.  Does  the  draft  EIR  properly  analyze  the  implications  of  City  law  and  policy  on 
the  design  of  this  project?  It  does  not.  Does  this  draft  adequately  evaluate  the  project's  impact 
on  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District?  It  does  not.  Does  the  draft  sufficiently  characterize 
project's  impact  on  the  highly  visible  cliffs  on  which  it  would  build?  It  does  not. 

I  urge  you  and  your  colleagues  to  require  that  these  and  other  deficiencies  be  corrected 
in  a  revised  EIR  draft.  Based  on  my  experience  as  a  planning  commissioner,  I  think  that  it 
would  be  difficult  to  certify  this  EIR  as  complete  until  they  are. 


Stan  R.  Hayes 

25  Napier  Lane 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


(415)  9824554  (h) 
(510)  655-7400  (w) 
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VIII.SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


D.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


LETTER  E  -  STAN  R.  HAYES 


E-1)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-1. 

E-2)  Please  see  the  responses  to  Comments  A-2  and  A-17.  As  noted  in  the  response  to  Comment  A-2, 
the  DEIR's  assessment  of  physical  effects  differ  from  the  analysis  of  Planning  Code  compliance 
in  the  context  of  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  application. 

E-3)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-3. 


97.433E  /  22  •  30  Alia  Sued  EIR 
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December  7, 1998 


Joseph  Maori 
Monica  Mejia 
33  Alta  St 

San  Francisco,  CA  94133 


The  Environmental  Review  Officer 
San  Francisco  Planning  Department 
1660  Mission  Street 
San  Francisco  CA  94103 


Dear  Environmental  Review  Officer, 


This  letter  addresses  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  on  22-30  Alta  Street. 

1 .  )     We  question  the  boundary  of  the  right  of  way  of  the  garden  shown  on  the  figures 
attached  to  the  report.  The  boundary  of  the  right  of  way  may  now  extend  into  the  property 
line  of  the  lot  at  22-30  Alta  St  because  it  has  been  open  to  public  use.  The  lot  has  been 
vacant  since  1992.  The  lot  was  not  surrounded  by  a  fence  intending  to  demonstrate 
possession.  Public  use  of  the  garden  within  the  boundary  of  the  lot  line  for  a  period  of 
several  years  begins  to  establish  a  public  easement/right  of  way  within  the  lot  at  22-30 
Alta. 

2.  )       Page  III.B-14  references  the  location  of  the  proposed  building  as  being,  "within  a 
sub-area  of  the  district  that  contains  large,  non  contributory  buildings,"  and  thus,  the 
"project's  increased  volume  would  not  be  incompatible  with  adjacent  construction."  This 
paragraph  and  the  report  in  general  does  not  take  into  account  the  smaller  buildings  in  the 
area.  The  proposed  building  would  overshadow  17  Alta  St,  21  Alta  St,  29  Alta  St  and  33 
Alta  St.  which  are  on  the  same  street. 

3.  )      We  are  also  concerned  that  the  proposed  building  might  be  the  largest  building  on 
the  street  and  this  would  make  it  incompatible  with  the  sub-area  of  the  district. 

4.  )     The  compatibility  of  the  proposed  building  should  be  considered  with  respect  to  the 
sub-area  because  "all  or  part"  of  the  district  is  potentially  eligible  for  nomination  to  the 
California  Register  or  the  National  Register.  Page  lllB-13. 

5.  )      We  would  also  like  to  see  the  size  of  the  proposed  building  compared  to  the  eighty 
other  buildings  in  the  historical  district.  It  is  possible  that  the  proposed  building  is  one  of 
the  largest  buildings  in  the  district  and  maybe  incompatible. 


6.  )      The  district,  like  many  of  San  Francisco's  historical  districts  is  at  risk  of  over- 
development by  people  wishing  to  profit  from  the  escalating  prices  of  real  estate  in  the 
City.  There  is  a  slippery  slope  for  historical  districts  that  contain  more  and  more,  larger 
buildings  until  a  district  has  lost  its  character.  We  are  concerned  that  the  size  of  the 
proposed  building  is  large  and  it  is  part  of  a  trend  in  development  that  will  ultimately 
change  the  historical  district.  This  is  one  reason  we  would  ask  that  the  reviewers  of  this 
report  require  that  the  size  of  the  proposed  building  be  compared  to  the  80  other  buildings 
in  the  district  and  also,  with  any  proposed  or  pending  applications  for  development  in  the 
district.  If  a  trend  in  larger  buildings  is  found,  then  the  report  should  address  this  trend 
and  its  impact  on  the  historical  district. 

7.  )     The  buildings  that  make  up  this  historical  district  are  both  large  and  small.  We 
would  not  want  to  see  the  small  houses  and  their  history  overshadowed  by  current 
development  trends.  We  would  like  to  see  the  report  evaluate  the  how  many  developers 
have  applied  for  a  pemriit  for  single  family  dwellings  in  the  historical  district? 

8.  )     We  are  concerned  about  the  lack  of  importance  attributed  to  loss  of  waterfront 
views  on  Alta  St.  For  those  of  us  who  live  here,  tourists  are  regular  visitors  to  Alta  St. 
During  the  weekends  in  summer  months,  we  see/hear  at  least  ten  tourists  a  day  who  walk 
down  the  hill  to  see  the  ocean  from  Alta.  The  entire  walk  is  pleasing  to  tourists.  Tourists 
and  residents  alike  are  charmed  by  the  views  of  the  military  ships,  sailboats  and  the  piers 
alongside  the  traditional  houses  on  the  street.  These  views  are  essential  to  the  maritime 
history  of  the  district.  We  were  alarmed  by  the  cavalier  way  the  report  addressed  the 
issue  of  obstructed  views  when  it  stated  that  the  proposed  building,  "would  not  be 
considered  to  substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any  scenic  view  or  vista  now  observed 
from  public  areas."  Page  III.C-12.  It  seems  that  the  proposed  building  would  block  the 
view  except  at  the  very  bottom  of  the  street.  We  would  like  to  see  the  report  contain  an 
analysis  of  the  views  along  Alta,  not  just  at  the  bottom  of  Alta.  At  the  very  least  a 
photograph  should  be  included  in  this  assessment. 

9.  )      Figures  14,  15.  and  16  do  not  show  the  impact  of  the  building  on  loss  of  views  to 
tourists,  residents  walking  down  Alta. 

10.  )    The  report  states  that,  "typical  urbanized  uses  would  not  be  considered  substantial 
impairment  of  existing  scenic  views  or  vistas."  Page  III.C-12.  We  believe  this  statement  is 
overiy  broad.  Typical  urbanized  uses  may  degrade  the  character  of  the  district  and  its 
vistas.  The  question  for  the  committee  is  whether  this  particular  urbanized  use  is 
appropriate  given  the  historical  value  of  the  district. 

11.  )    The  report  states  that  visitors  to  the  garden  would  have  less  open  sky. 

Page  III.C-1 1 ,  paragraph  2.  The  report  also  states  that  the  building  would  block  a  "patch 
of  open  sky"  for  other  buildings  within  the  neighborhood.  The  report  glosses  over  this 
loss,  especially  with  respect  to  the  loss  along  Alta  St. 

12.  )    The  report  regulariy  refers  to  the  proposed  building  as  being  two  stories  above 
grade.  Alta  is  a  very  steep  street.  The  report  does  not  state  what  grade  it  is  using  in  this 


statement.  This  is  potentially  misleading,  especially  in  light  of  the  fact  that  the  proposed 
building  is  three  stories  high  on  Alta  and  that  it  is  proposed  to  be  one  story  higher  than  the 
previous/McNear  building. 

1 3.)    Finally,  we  feel  that  it  was  inappropriate  for  the  EIR  to  compare  the  impact  of  the 
proposed  development  to  that  of  the  previous  development.  The  EIR  should  evaluate  the 
impact  of  the  proposed  development  and  compare  it  to  the  lot  as  it  is  now. 


Respectfully  submitted, 


Joseph  Macri  and  Monica  Mejia 
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LETTER  F  -  JOSEPH  MECRI  AND  MONICA  MEJIA 


F-1)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-9. 

F-2)     Please  see  the  responses  to  Comments  A-4  and  B-26. 

F-3)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-4. 

F-4)     The  DEIR  analysis  begins  with  the  recognition  that  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  is  an 

historical  resource  for  purposes  of  CEQA,  in  part  because  of  its  potential  eligibility  for  the  state 
and  national  registers. 

F-5)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-4.  Discussion  of  the  building's  size  relative  to 

Contributory  buildings  located  on  Alta  Street  or  adjacent  to  the  project  is  provided  on  p.  III.B-16 
of  the  DEIR  and  in  the  response  to  Comment  A-4.  Discussion  of  the  proposed  building's  size 
relative  to  all  other  buildings  in  the  District  is  not  provided  in  the  DEIR  because  such  a 
comparison  would  not  further  assist  in  determining  the  project's  potential  for  impacts  on  the 
District.  The  project's  size  relative  to  all  of  the  buildings  in  the  District  in  itself,  would  not  result 
in  significant  impacts. 

F-6)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-8. 

F-7)     According  to  Planning  Department  records,  two  substantially  new  structures  (exclusive  of 

garages  or  accessory  buildings)  have  been  approved  in  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  since  1987. 
Information  regarding  the  additional  permits  applied  for  within  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic 
District  is  available  from  the  Planning  Department.  The  potential  for  cumulative  impacts  as  a 
result  of  other  development  within  the  district  is  discussed  in  the  response  to  Comment  A-8. 

F-8)  Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A- 13.  As  noted  on  pp.  III.C-11  and  12,  the  view  towards  the 
Bay  from  Alta  Street  would  be  partially  obstructed.  However,  this  view  would  still  be  available  a 
few  feet  away. 

F-9)     The  statement  that  the  commenter  is  referring  to  says,  in  its  complete  form,  "The  partial 

obstruction  of  views  dominated  by  typical  urbanized  uses  would  not  be  considered  substantial 
impairment  of  existing  views  or  vistas."  This  statement  means  that  the  project  would  result  in  the 
construction  of  a  residential  structure  within  an  already  built-up,  urbanized  residential 
neighborhood  and  that  the  when  considered  in  such  a  context,  the  project's  potential  visual 
impact  would  be  minimal.  Further,  the  site  supported  a  residential  structure  for  nearly  sixty 
years,  and  thus  a  precedent  has  been  established  for  this  site  to  be  built  upon.  Also,  see  response 
to  Comment  A- 12. 


97.J33E/     -  30  Alia  Strccl  EIR 


C&R.109 


ESA/ 970415 


 VIII.SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

D.  WRITTEN  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

F-10)    The  DEIR  provides  a  complete  analysis  of  the  potential  for  effects  on  views,  including  for  the 
loss  of  views  of  open  sky,  on  pages  III.C-10  to  III.C-12.  Also,  please  see  the  response  to 
Comment  A- 12. 

F-11)    Page  II-l  of  the  DEIR  states  that  the  building's  height  would  be  "32  feet  above  street  grade  on 
Alta  Street."  This  explains  the  building's  height  according  to  the  Code  and  the  manner  in  which 
the  dimension  of  the  building's  south  elevation  was  calculated.  The  building's  dimensions  on  the 
east  and  north  elevations  are  measured  based  on  the  grade  of  the  slope  at  the  point  on  the  hill  at 
which  the  respective  building  walls  begin.  Also,  see  response  to  comment  B-4. 

In  order  to  correctly  indicate  that  the  proposed  building  would  be  three  stories  above  the  Alta 
Street  grade  rather  than  two  stories,  p.  III.C-7  of  the  DEIR  is  corrected  as  follows  (new  language 
is  underlined;  deleted  language  is  shown  in  strikcthrough): 

The  six-story  (three  stories  above  grade)  structure  would  be  primarily  Modeme 
in  style  and  finished  in  cement  plaster. 

F-12)    Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-20. 
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December  9,1998 


Hillary  E,  Gitelman 

San  Francisco  Planning  Department 

1660  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 


Dear  Hillary  E.  Gitelman: 


With  such  a  crowded  agenda,  I  thought  it  best  to  put  my  thoughts 
in  writing  in  reference  to  the  Alta  Street/  Grace  Marchant  Garden 
condominium  project. 

Not  many  people  know  that  I  was  Grace  Marchant 's  so-called  adopted 
daughter.  It  was  Grace  and  I  who  made  and  kept  the  entire  Filbert 
Gardens  beautiful.  At  that  time  it  was  my  husband,  Marvin,  and 
I  who  saved  the  wooden  steps.  It  was  my  idea  that  my  father, 
Irving,  write  the  existing  engraved  brass  words  on  the  plague 
that  I  had  erected  in  honor  of  Grace's  86th  birthday.  Situated 
from  Montgomery  Street  on  the  left  side  and  at  the  beginning  of 
the  wooden  steps  is  the  sign  that  now  has  become  a  landmark  to 
her  work.  It  was  also  Marvin  and  I  who  commissioned  a  watering 
system  so  Grace  would  not  have  to  toil  so  much  in  the  gardens. 

My  1873  Carpenter  Gothic  house,  which  would  view  the  condominium 
project  from  diagonally  across  the  gardens  has  been  in  three 
historical  books  as  well  as  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historical  District. 
Through  the  years  it  has  weathered  a  few  destructive  tenants  who 
wanted  to  live  on  the  steps  to  view  the  beautiful  gardens.  In 
the  next  few  months  the  house,  which  has  been  under  restoration, 
will  finally  be  finished,  along  with  the  placement  of  an  American 
flag  and  a  sign  designating  the  owners  of  this  sophisticated 
cottage.   Since  the  entire  building  is  the  only  outstanding  vintage 
structure  that  still  exists  on  the  hill,   I  have  been  considering 
donating  it  to  the  city.  Meanwhile,   if  any  tourist  happens  to 
meander  by  while  I  or  my  assistant  is  outside  and  wants  to  see 
the  house  in  progress,  they  are  always  welcome. 


100  PalmeTTo  Avenue 
Pacifica,  CA  94044 
(415)359-4893 


This  is  just  a  little  bit  of  what  is  left  of  San  Francisco  history, 
not  the  proposed  Alta  St. /Grace  Marchant  Garden  condominium  project. 

There  are  professionals  in  this  group  today  that  will  view  their 
concerns  more  specifically  on  the  proposed  building  itself.  It  is 
my  understanding  that  this  project  does  not  even  meet  the  Telegraph 
Hill  Historic  District  Ordinance.  Please  save  a  little  more  of 
charming  San  Francisco! 


Sincerely, 


JKL/rrs 


copies:  Jim  McCormick 
Jonas  lonin 
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LETTER  G  -  JOAN  KLESS  LEVIN 


G-1)     Comments  noted.  This  letter  does  not  address  the  adequacy  of  the  DEIR.  The  comments  will  be 
considered  by  the  decision-makers  in  their  action  on  project  approval. 
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SECTION  E  

PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

This  chapter  contains  a  transcript  of  the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR  and  the  responses  to  those 
comments.  Each  substantive  comment  on  the  Draft  EIR  is  labeled  with  a  number  in  the  margin  and  the 
response  to  each  comment  is  presented  following  the  commenter's  remarks.  For  purposes  of  sequential 
reference  with  the  written  comments,  these  comments  are  designated  as  though  they  were  contained  in  a 
second  set  of  comment  letters.  Therefore,  comments  from  the  first  speaker  at  the  public  hearing  are 
answered  in  responses  AA-1,  AA-2,  etc.,  from  the  second  commenter,  in  responses  BB-1,  BB-2,  and  so 
on.  Where  responses  have  resulted  in  changes  to  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIR,  these  changes  will  also  appear 
in  the  Final  EIR. 

The  reader  should  note  that  many  responses  refer  to  responses  to  comment  letters,  as  some  members  of 
the  public  reiterated  at  the  public  hearing  the  comments  made  in  comment  letters. 
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Comments  AA 


I  am  Karen  Kevorkian.  And  I  am  here  to  read  a  statement  by  Jane  Winslow. 

She  writes:  My  name  is  Jane  Winslow.  Years  ago,  I,  along  with  others  here  today,  helped  raise  money 
to  save  the  Marchant  Garden  from  a  large  construction  project.  The  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District 
was  adopted  in  1985  (sic).  The  designation  process  was  started  because  of  the  owner  of  a  large  piece 
of  property  on  Napier  Lane,  just  off  Filbert  Steps,  attempted  construction  that  was  completely  out  of 
scale  with  the  surrounding  buildings. 


Thanks  to  the  hard  work  of  the  Historic  District  and  others,  we  now  have  guidelines  to  be  followed  for 
alterations  and  new  construction  within  the  district.  The  DEIR  talks  about  these  guidelines.  In  fact,  it 
details  the  guidelines,  and  it  includes  the  Historic  District  ordinance  as  an  appendix.  However, 
nowhere  does  the  DEIR  assess  the  proposed  project  against  each  individual  guideline  of  the  ordinance. 
Yet,  somehow  the  author  of  the  draft  comes  to  the  conclusion  mentioned  in  several  places  that  this 
project  would  conform  to  most  of  the  guidelines.  The  analysis  to  come  to  this  conclusion  is  nowhere  to 
be  found.  The  analysis,  which  is  not  difficult,  must  be  done  now. 


AA-1 


The  DEIR  says  that  the  project  will  be  assessed  later  against  the  Historic  District  ordinance  when  it  is 
reviewed  by  the  Landmarks  Board  and  yourself  for  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness.  The  DEIR  says, 
in  effect,  that  since  the  project  will  have  to  conform  to  the  ordinance,  there  can  be  no  impact.  It  is  not 
sufficient  for  the  EIR  to  rely  upon  this  future  control.  The  EIR  must  perform  this  analysis  now.  Then 
the  analysis  will  be  used  by  the  Landmarks  Board  and  yourselves  in  the  decision-making  process  for 
the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness. 


AA-2 


I  urge  you  to  require  that  this  analysis  be  done  now,  that  the  project  be  assessed  in  the  EIR  against 
each  individual  guideline  of  the  Historical  District  ordinance.  Thank  you.  (Karen  Kevorkian,  reading  a 
statement  by  Jane  Winslow) 


Responses  to  Comments  AA 

AA-1)  Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-2. 
AA-2)  Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-7. 


Comments  BE 

Good  evening,  tired  Commissioners.  My  name  is  Gerry  Crowley,  president  of  the  Telegraph  Hill 
Dwellers,  and  representing  more  than  650  households  in  the  area. 

This  hearing  is  to  review  the  Draft  EIR  for  22-30  Alta  Street,  a  vacant  lot  on  the  east  side  of  Telegraph 
Hill.  This  is  no  ordinary  residential  building  site  in  San  Francisco.  It  is  the  site  of  a  former  apartment 
building  that  was  demolished  in  1992,  under  much  media  coverage,  after  its  foundation  became 
undermined.  The  site  today  is  a  steep,  barren  cliffside  dropping  100  feet  over  its  60-foot  width.  It  is 
within  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  a  district  that  was  created  in  1986  to  recognize  an  area  of 
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historic  importance,  includes  the  City's  largest  surviving  collection  of  pre- 1870  dwellings.  Part  of  the 
subject  lot  has  been  cultivated  for  almost  50  years  as  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  an  internationally 
renowned  and  historic  open  space.  And  it  has  magnificent  views.  It  is  at  the  end  of  a  quiet  street,  and  it 
is  close  to  downtown.  It  would  be  a  wonderful  place  to  live.  The  view,  by  the  way,  spans  from  the  Bay 
Bridge  to  Angel  Island. 

A  Draft  EIR  has  been  written  to  assess  the  environmental  impacts  of  a  specific  building  that  is 
proposed  to  be  built  on  this  site.  You  will  hear  from  several  speakers  about  areas  of  concern  that  we 
believe  are  either  not  addressed  in  the  Draft  EIR  or  should  be  further  examined.  I  want  to  make  one 
thing  clear  to  you,  however.  We  are  not  opposed  to  this  site  being  developed,  provided  it  can  be  done 
safely.  We  are  opposed  to  a  project  that  does  not  conform  to  the  laws  of  the  City  as  they  currently 
exist.  We  do  not  believe  that  the  proposed  building  conforms  to  those  laws. 

What  we  are  handing  to  you  now  are  written  comments  on  the  Draft  EIR.  I  would  urge  you  to  listen 
carefully  to  the  comments  we  make  this  evening  and  to  review  carefully  the  material  we  are  providing 
in  order  that  a  fully  informed,  balanced,  objective,  lawful  EIR  may  be  finalized.  I  think  you  can 
appreciate  that  we  had  a  lot  of  people  here  earlier  today  who  came  to  support  our  position,  but  due  to 
prior  commitments  they  have  had  to  leave.  Thank  you  for  your  time.  (Gerry  Crowley,  President  of 
Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers) 

Responses  to  Comments  BB 


BB-1)  The  comment  is  noted.  The  commenter  does  not  make  any  specific  remarks  about  the  content, 
adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  Draft  EIR,  and  no  response  is  required. 


Comments  CC 


Commissioners,  my  name  is  Larry  Habegger,  and  I  am  president  of  Friends  of  the  Garden.  This  is  a 
very  significant  site,  and  I  think  a  little  background  on  why  it  is  so  significant  is  important. 

Very  quickly,  I'll  give  you  a  little  bit  of  background.  The  Grace  Marchant  Garden  is  a  world-famous 
garden  that  is  enjoyed  by  thousands  of  San  Franciscans,  Bay  Area  residents,  and  people  from  all  over 
the  world  and  all  over  the  United  States.  It  is  mentioned  in  just  about  every  major  travel  guide  book  in 
San  Francisco  in  the  English  language.  Many  in  other  foreign  languages,  as  well,  French  and  German 
for  sure,  and  probably  several  others. 

It  was  started  by  Grace  Marchant  during  the  Truman  administration  and  maintained  by  her  with  no 
compensation  until  she  died  at  Age  96  in  1982.  Since  then,  Gary  Kray  has  maintained  and  improved 
the  Garden  —  again,  with  no  compensation.  And  this  represents  more  than  50  years  of  continuous 
volunteer  effort  to  provide  this  island  of  serenity  to  the  people  of  San  Francisco. 

It  is  an  oasis  of  calm  in  a  congested  neighborhood.  It  is  a  place  of  contemplation.  Alastair  Cook  in  his 
"America"  series  for  PBS  called  it  —  he  opened  an  episode  at  the  Garden,  and  he  called  it  one  of  his 
favorite  places  in  America.  It  is  called  "A  Touch  of  Eden"  in  Gianni  Longo's  book  that  came  out  in 
1996  called  "Great  American  Public  Places."  And  it  is  no  accident  that  in  this  book,  which  showcases 
60  of  America's  best  public  places,  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  is  the  very  first  site  mentioned  in  the 


97.433E  /  22  -  30  Alta  Street  EIR 


C&R.116 


ESA/970415 


VIII.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


E.  PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


book.  The  author,  when  told  about  the  threat  to  the  Garden,  donated  copies  of  the  book  for  all  of  you, 
which  I  will  present  as  soon  as  I  finish. 

For  evidence  of  how  important  the  Garden  is,  I  think  we  only  need  to  look  back  to  1985  and  1986 
when  the  Garden  faced  a  similar  threat  of  development.  Thousands  of  people  responded.  And  our 
effort  to  stop  the  project  was  endorsed  by  both  of  San  Francisco's  major  daily  newspapers,  by  many  of 
the  areas  — . 

Easements.  Ten  years  ago,  we  were  able  to  establish,  through  conservation  easements  that  are  now 
held  by  the  City,  that  the  Garden  could  never  have  been  -  public  property  on  which  the  Garden  is 
partially  situated  could  not  be  developed  as  anything  but  a  garden,  remaining  a  garden  forever.  Those 
easements  are  held  by  the  City  and  they  are  part  of  our  ~.  (Larry  Habegger,  President,  Friends  of  the 
Garden) 

Responses  to  Comments  CC 


CC-1)  The  comment  is  noted.  The  commenter  does  not  make  any  specific  remarks  about  the  content, 
adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  Draft  EIR,  and  no  response  is  required. 


Comments  DD 

Good  evening.  President  Chinchilla  and  Members  of  the  Planning  Commission.  My  name  is  Trent  Orr.  I 
am  a  lawyer  who  specializes  in  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  and  Land  Use.  I  am  here 
representing  the  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  the  Alta-Filbert  Residential  Association,  and  Friends  of  the 
Garden. 

I  have  submitted  today  extensive  written  comments  on  behalf  of  my  clients  about  this  EIR  and  its 
inadequacies.  I  would  like  tonight  just  to  underscore  what  really  is  the  central  problem,  as  we  see  it.  The 
reason  you  are  here,  this  might  be  something  that  would  otherwise  be  categorically  exempt,  but  we  are 
talking  about  a  building  in  an  Historic  District  which,  under  Article  10,  Appendix  G  of  the  Planning 
Code  of  San  Francisco,  governs  very  carefully  the  development  of  that  district. 

That  planning  code  was  specifically  created  to  protect  the  historic  character  of  the  entire  district  and  to 
keep  any  new  development  to  a  scale  and  style  which  will  not  dominate  or  otherwise  conflict  with  the 
appearance  and  context  of  the  historic  resources  of  the  district,  and  to  prevent  new  development  that 
would  impair  the  quality  and  public  use  and  enjoyment  of  the  district's  gardens,  open  spaces,  and  cliffs, 
all  of  which  are  specifically  mentioned  in  Appendix  G. 

The  proposed  project  would  be  over  twice  the  floor  area  and  three  times  the  volume  of  the  building  that 
preceded  it  that  came  down  a  few  years  back,  1992.  It  would  create  an  open  lot,  a  building  substantially 
larger  than  any  of  the  existing  nearby  buildings,  and  would  literally  loom  over  an  existing  historical 
structure  on  an  adjacent  lot  and  worse  still,  embrace  the  Grace  Marchant  Gardens,  an  urban  gem  beyond 
price. 
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The  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  requires  an  EIR  to  examine  the  consistency  of  a  project 
with  local  plans  to  protect  the  environment.  This  EIR  fails  to  take  any  sort  of  an  honest  look  at  the 
patent  inconsistencies  of  this  project  as  proposed  with  both  the  spirit  and  the  letter  of  Appendix  G  of 
Article  10  of  the  Planning  Code. 

It  is  crystal  clear  that  Appendix  G  is  meant  to  ensure  that  any  new  building  in  the  district  is  fully 
compatible  with  the  size,  look,  and  feel  of  the  district's  existing  historic  character.  Yet,  the  DEIR 
nowhere  systematically  compares  the  project  to  Appendix  G's  expressed  requirements  for  new 
construction  in  the  district.  Nor  does  it  fairly  reveal  the  extent  to  which  the  project,  especially 
compared  to  the  existing  lot,  would  shade  the  true  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  the  small  and  beautiful  site 
where  Mrs.  Marchant  actually  did  her  gardening. 


DDI 


DD-2 


Instead,  this  EIR  seems  intent  on  finding  any  consistencies  it  can  between  isolated  provisions  of 
Appendix  G  and  this  huge  structure,  which  is  so  clearly  inconsistent  with  most  of  Appendix  G's 
provisions  and  wholly  out  of  keeping  with  the  purposes  for  which  the  THHD,  the  Historic  District, 
was  created.  The  core  problem  here  is  in  itself  legally  fatal  and  glaringly  clear.  The  EIR  on  this  project 
must  forthrightly  address  its  grossest  inconsistencies  with  the  planning  code,  and  the  Planning 
Commission's  wise  decision  in  1996  to  protect  vigorously  the  character  of  the  entire  district.  Thank 
you.  (Trent  Orr,  Attorney  representing  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  Friends  of  the  Garden,  and 
Alta/Filbert  Preservation  Association) 


DD-3 


Responses  to  Comments  DD 

DD-1)  Please  see  the  responses  to  Comments  A-1  and  A-2. 
DD-2)  Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-9  and  B-36. 
DD-3)  Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-2. 
Comments  EE 

Good  evening.  My  name  is  Leo  McLaughlin.  I  am  a  Telegraph  Hill  dweller,  resident,  and  owner. 

Here  in  San  Francisco,  historical  resources  are  protected  by  the  Planning  Code's  Historic  District 
ordinances  and  a  series  of  city  bodies  such  as  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  and 
yourself.  The  flaws  in  the  Draft  EIR's  review  of  this  project's  conformance  to  the  Telegraph  Hill 
Historic  District  ordinance  are  many  and  varied,  as  shown  in  Appendix  A  of  our  comments  on  the 
Draft  EIR.  But  the  basic  flaw  is  the  Draft  EIR's  misunderstanding  of  the  ordinance.  It  states  that  some 
of  the  style  guidelines  do  not  apply  to  the  current  project,  proposed  project,  because  it  is  a  new  modem 
building.  However,  what  the  ordinance  actually  says  is  that  new  contemporary  buildings  are  allowed, 
and  even  encouraged,  if  the  style  guidelines  are  met. 

The  Draft  EIR  also  fails  to  mention  the  decisions  of  our  city  bodies  that  apply  to  this  project.  Twice 
now  ~  once  about  four  years  ago  and  again  over  a  year  ago  —  this  project  was  brought  before  the 
Landmarks  Advisory  Board  and  rejected  both  times  unanimously  with  the  message  that  a  dramatic 
reduction  in  size  is  necessary  before  the  project  can  even  begin  to  be  considered. 


EE-1 


EE-2 
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It  also  fails  to  mention  the  precedent  set  by  this  organization  for  1304  Montgomery  Street  where  a 
proposed  project  had  met  all  of  the  size  and  mass  requirements  of  the  Historic  District  ordinance,  was 
rejected  solely  because  it  failed  the  wood  siding,  wood  windows  guidelines.  The  sponsors  of  that 
project  made  arguments  similar  to  those  proposed  by  the  developer  in  this  one,  that  because  the 
building  was  modem  it  was  somehow  exempted  from  some  or  all  of  the  Historic  District  requirements. 
That  argument  was  firmly  rejected  by  this  board. 

Yet  somehow,  despite  all  this,  the  EIR  as  it  now  stands  finds  no  significant  impact  on  historical 
resources.  By  (unintelligible),  that  the  approval  of  the  project  so  flagrantly  in  violation  of  the  Historic 
District  ordinance,  failing  all  but  one  test,  so  flagrantly  in  violation  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation 
Board's  instructions,  and  so  flagrantly  in  violation  of  the  precedence  set  by  this  board,  that  the 
approval,  never  mind  the  construction,  the  approval  of  this  project  would  quickly  lead  to  the 
demolition,  destruction,  relocation,  and  alteration  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District. 

Thank  you.  (Leo  McLaughlin) 

Responses  to  Comments  EE 

EE-1)   Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-2. 

EE-2)   The  review  before  the  Architectural  Review  Committee  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board  in  1995  was  for  a  completely  different  design  than  for  the  project  reviewed  by  the 
Architectural  Review  Committee  in  1997,  therefore  discussion  in  the  DEIR  about  the  1995 
meeting  is  limited  to  merely  stating  that  it  occurred.  Also,  please  see  the  response  to 
Comment  B-14. 

EE-3)   As  discussed  in  the  response  to  Comment  A-2,  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  review 

conducted  by  the  Planning  Commission  (with  advice  from  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board  (LPAB))  is  separate  from  the  CEQA  review  process  for  which  the  DEIR  has  been 
prepared.  As  such,  any  "precedent"  that  may  have  been  set  by  the  LPAB  in  its  Certificate  of 
Appropriateness  review  for  1304  Montgomery  Street  is  not  directly  pertinent  for  determining,  for 
CEQA  purposes,  the  level  of  physical  effects  of  the  proposed  project  on  the  environment, 
including  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District.  It  does,  however,  illustrate  that  the  LPAB  and 
Planning  Commission  have  complete  discretion  to  disapprove  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness 
application  without  relying  on  any  CEQA  findings  of  significance.  The  referenced  1304 
Montgomery  Street  project  was  not  subjected  to  environmental  review.  (It  should  be  noted  that  a 
Certificate  of  Appropriateness  was  approved  for  the  project  in  question,  but  requiring  wood 
siding,  contrary  to  the  sponsor's  wishes.) 
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Comments  FF 

Good  evening.  My  name  is  Staci  Shember.  I  am  also  a  Telegraph  Hill  dweller  and  resident.  I'll  get  to 
the  point.  As  you  have  been  hearing,  we  believe  the  Draft  EIR  is  deeply  flawed.  Its  main  argument  is 
that  the  proposed  project,  one  that  is  two  to  three  times  the  size  of  the  demolished  McNear  Building,  is 
an  insignificant  change  to  this  site.  However,  if  an  independent  observer  could  somehow  buy  that 
argument,  we  must  remember  that  argument  is  irrelevant.  Not  only  does  CEQA  require  the  EIR  to 
address  the  impact  against  current  conditions,  and  not  some  distant  past,  but  if  this  site  had  laid  vacant 
for  years  and  someone  proposed  the  old  McNear  Building  today,  it,  itself,  would  fail  Historic  District 
standards  for  size,  style,  and  compatibility  with  nearby  adjacent  structures. 

Let  me  say  that  again.  The  Draft  EIR  argues  the  proposed  building  is  somehow  not  significantly 
different  than  the  building  one-half  to  one-third  its  size,  a  building  that  itself  would  be  too  large  and 
too  stylistically  different  to  meet  current  standards.  And,  remember,  again,  this  argument  is  specious 
anyway,  because  CEQA  requires  comparison  to  the  existing  vacant  lot. 

The  Draft  EIR  also  argues  that  the  proposed  project  will  have  no  impact  on  the  Historic  District 
because  it  is  only  one  project  on  one  site,  as  if  somehow  the  restrictions  on  alterations  and  new 
construction  afforded  by  CEQA  in  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  ordinance  were  somehow 
meant  to  apply  to  something  other  than  individual  building  sites. 

The  real  and  legal  test  here  is  whether  this  project,  if  it  were  built  on  each  and  every  vacant  or  non- 
contributory  lot  would  affect  the  Historic  District.  Imagine  that  for  a  moment.  Envision  buildings  with 
the  same  mass  and  same  style  and  the  same  disregard  for  the  natural  slope  built  all  over  the  hill,  each 
one  dwarfing  a  small  cottage  nearby.  Suddenly,  the  Historic  District,  as  we  know  it,  ceases  to  exist. 
With  this  in  mind,  I  feel  certain  you  cannot  accept  the  Draft  EIR  as  proposed. 


Thank  you.  (Staci  Shember) 


Responses  to  Comments  FF 

FF-1)    As  discussed  in  the  response  to  Comment  A-20,  the  proposed  project  was  evaluated  based  on 

existing  site  conditions.  As  discussed  in  the  response  to  Comment  A-2,  the  commenter  is  correct 
in  stating  that  construction  of  a  replica  of  the  McNear  building  would  not  be  completely 
compatible  with  the  style  guidelines  set  forth  in  Article  10,  Appendix  G  of  the  Planning  Code. 
However,  lack  of  compliance  with  the  provisions  of  Article  10  does  not  necessarily  mean  that  a 
project  would  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment  from  a  CEQA  standpoint.  As 
discussed  in  the  response  to  Comment  A-2,  the  CEQA  review  process  for  which  the  DEIR  was 
prepared  is  distinct  from  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  review  process  that  determines  a 
project's  compatibility  with  the  Planning  Code's  provisions  (Article  10,  Appendix  G)  regarding 
the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District. 
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Comments  GG 


Thank  you  very  much  for  letting  me  speak.  My  name  is  Stan  Hayes.  I  am  the  owner  and  the  occupant  of 
25  Napier  Lane,  just  across  the  Filbert  Steps  from  this  proposed  development.  I  am  here  tonight  because 
I  wanted  to  comment  on  what  I  think  are  serious  flaws  in  the  Draft  EIR  that  you  have  before  you  tonight. 

For  my  16  years  on  the  Planning  Commission  in  Marin  County,  I  understand  and  sympathize  with  the 
difficulties  that  you  are  facing  here  as  you  try  to  judge  the  adequacy  of  this  draft.  A  lot  of  work  has  been 
done,  but  the  core  of  the  question  is  simple:  Is  this  draft  sufficient  as  an  informational  document  for  you 
and  the  public?  Does  it  fully  analyze  and  characterize  the  major  environmental  impacts  of  this  project? 
I  would  suggest  to  you  that  it  does  not. 

Here  are  three  reasons  why:  First,  the  draft  fails  to  compare  the  project  to  clear  tests  of  environmental 
impact  significance  that  are  established  by  other  city  statutes  and  policies.  For  example,  the  Historic 
District  provisions  of  Article  10,  Appendix  G  of  the  planning  code,  at  least  eleven  policies  in  the  City's 
General  Plan,  and  three  of  the  eight  priority  policies  adopted  in  Proposition  M  directly  apply  to  the 
project.  Yet,  the  draft  fails  to  analyze  quantitatively  or  otherwise  the  implications  of  these  critical  and 
directly  applicable  statements  of  city  law  and  policy  to  the  design  and  project. 

Secondly,  in  evaluating  the  proposed  project's  impacts  on  historic  resources,  the  draft  fails  to  identify 
and  recommend  mitigations  for  significant  environmental  impacts  for  the  centerpiece  elements  of  the 
Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District.  Under  CEQA,  the  district  is  a  historic  resource.  The  project  would 
materially  impair  the  historic  resource  CEQA  requires  it  to  be  judged  a  significant  environmental 
impact  and  mitigation  measures  identified. 

How  should  we  judge  material  impairment?  One  standard  I  might  suggest  might  be  the  criteria  for 
approving  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  under  Appendix  G  of  Article  10.  Among  other  things. 
Appendix  G  requires  the  new  construction  be  compatible  with  both  adjacent  buildings  and  nearby 
historic  contributory  buildings.  The  proposed  building  is  twice  the  size  of  the  building  that  was  there 
before.  It  is  nearly  eight  times  larger  than  the  cottage  next  door  at  221  Filbert.  It  is  more  than  three 
times  larger  than  the  building  next  door  at  34  Alta.  It  fails  in  a  number  of  ways  this  particular  test. 

Thirdly,  the  Draft  EIR  fails  to  analyze  the  impact  of  the  proposed  building  on  adjacent  cliffs. 
Appendix  G  identifies  the  cliffs,  including  those  which  the  project  proposed  to  build  on,  as,  quote,  a 
highly  significant,  aesthetically  important  component  defining  the  setting  of  the  district.  Yet  the  draft 
of  the  EIR  does  not  analyze  the  impact  of  the  proposed  project  on  the  cliff  for  the  stabilization 
measures  that  are  going  to  be  proposed.  I  would  suggest  to  you  that  it  needs  to. 

Finally,  all  these  three  questions  I  believe  are  critically  important:  Does  the  draft  properly  analyze  the 
implications  of  city  law  and  policy  on  the  design  of  the  project;  it  does  not.  Does  the  draft  adequately 
evaluate  the  project's  impact  on  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District;  it  does  not. 

Thank  you  very  much,  and  I  urge  you  to  use  your  best  judgment  in  approving  this  document.  Thank 
you.  (Stan  Hayes) 
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Responses  to  Comments  GG 

GG-1)  Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A- 1. 
GG-2)  Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A- 17. 
GG-3)  Please  see  the  responses  to  Conmients  A-2  and  A-5. 
GG-4)  Please  see  the  response  to  Coimnent  A-3. 

GG-5)  The  DEIR  adequately  addresses  applicable  city  law  and  policy  regarding  the  project,  beginning 
with  the  description  of  Project  Approval  Requirements  and  General  Plan  Policies  on  page  11-10, 
and  continuing  within  each  impact  section.  The  DEIR  also  provides  a  thorough  evaluation  of 
impacts  on  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  as  impacts  on  the  District  are  the  primary  issue 
analyzed  in  each  of  the  impact  sections.  Also,  see  the  responses  to  Comments  A-1,  A-2,  and  A-3. 


Comments  HH 


My  name  is  James  Attwood.  My  wife  and  I  live  in  and  own  221  Filbert  Street,  which  is  small  cottage 
immediately  adjacent  to  the  project  site. 

The  Draft  EIR  discusses  in  some  depth  the  shading  the  proposed  building  would  place  on  the  Grace 
Marchant  Garden.  In  fact,  this  section  of  the  draft  covers  some  22  pages  and  includes  some 
17  diagrams.  It  appears  to  be  a  very  thorough  job.  However,  there  are  several  omissions  and 
inconsistencies  in  this  analysis.  The  detail  of  each  of  these  is  set  forth  in  the  written  comments  that  we 
have  submitted  to  you.  I'd  like  now  to  stress  three  of  them. 

Firstly,  the  principal  conclusion  in  the  Draft  EIR  is  that  the  proposed  building  would  add  shadow  to 
the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  adjoining  areas  from  an  interval  of  about  two  hours,  10:00  a.m.  to 
noon,  during  two  six-week  intervals  from  late  January  until  early  March,  and  from  early  October  until 
late  November.  Firstly,  this  is  not  insignificant.  This  is  two  hours  out  of  the  four  strongest  hours  of 
sunlight  during  the  day,  not  two  hours  out  of  24. 

Second,  if  you  were  to  look  at  the  diagrams  in  the  Draft  EIR  for  March  2 1  and  September  2 1 ,  for 
9:00  a.m.,  10:00  a.m.,  and  12:00  noon,  they  clearly  show  shadow  falling  across  the  Garden.  That  is 
three  hours  in  late  March  and  September,  not  two  hours  ending  early  March  or  starting  October  as  the 
Draft  EIR  concludes. 


HH-1 


HH-2 


Third,  the  Draft  EIR  mentions  Section  295  of  the  planning  code,  the  Sunshine  Ordinance  which 
protects  certain  open  spaces  against  shading  by  new  development,  and  concludes  that  that  section  does 
not  apply  here.  We  do  not  argue  with  that.  But  what  the  Draft  EIR  does  not  mention  is  Section  101  of 
the  Planning  Code  that  does  apply.  The  eighth  priority  policy  of  San  Francisco's  Master  Plan,  as  set 
forth  in  Section  101  of  the  Code  states  that,  "Our  parks  and  open  space  and  their  access  to  sunlight  and 
visitors  be  protected  from  development."  It  is  essential  that  the  EIR  address  the  proposed  project 
against  that  statute. 


HH-3 
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Lastly,  CEQA  requires  an  analysis  of  cumulative  impacts  if  they  are  significant.  The  shadow  analysis 
in  the  Draft  EIR  does  discuss  cumulative  impacts  but  only  in  respect  to  future  projects.  It  concludes 
that  as  there  are  no  other  reasonably  foreseeable  projects  that  could  add  shadow,  no  cumulative 
impacts  are  anticipated.  But  CEQA  requires  that  cumulative  impact  be  assessed  in  respect  to  past, 
present,  and  future  projects  as  well  as  those  in  the  future. 

An  analysis  of  the  shading  that  this  project  would  cause,  together  with  the  existing  buildings  that  are  to 
the  south  and  the  west  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden,  will  show  that  a  large  area  of  the  Garden  will  be 
in  shade  almost  all  day  for  nearly  six  months  in  the  year.  That  is  significant.  It  will  have  a  detrimental 
impact  on  the  Garden,  and  must  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 


Thank  you.  (James  Attwood) 


Responses  to  Comments  HH 

HH-1)  Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  B-36. 
HH-2)  Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  B-36. 
HH-3)  Please  see  the  response  to  Comments  A-1,  B-35,  and  B-36. 

HH-4)  Please  see  the  responses  to  Comments  A-4,  A-8  and  F-7.  Also,  please  see  the  response  to 
Comment  B-36  regarding  shadow  impacts. 

Comments  II 

Good  evening.  My  name  is  Alan  Kropp.  I  am  a  geotechnical  engineer,  and  we  work[ed]  with  the 
Consulting  Engineering  Geologist  Jim  Joyce  to  review  the  geotechnical  and  geologic  conditions  on 
this  site.  It  is  summarized  in  the  applicant's  report  as  well  as  the  Cotton,  Shires  section  of  the  Draft 
EIR.  We  have  submitted  written  comments,  and  that  is  within  the  bound  document  that's  been 
submitted  to  you. 


With  regard  to  the  Draft  EIR,  Cotton,  Shires  has  said,  and  we  agree,  that  the  studies  performed  to  date 
have  not  been  adequate  to  demonstrate  the  stability.  This  is  a  somewhat  complex  geologic 
environment.  There  are  two  basic  layers  there.  Both  of  them  need  to  remain  in  place  for  long-term 
stability  of  the  foundation.  We  don't  think  enough  study  has  yet  been  performed  that  demonstrates  the 
geologic  stability  of  this  site  for  the  proposed  project. 

The  second  issue  is  that  the  foundation  system  proposed  is  intended  to  carry  the  building  loads 
vertically  down  into  the  ground.  Normally  when  you  are  very  close  to  a  face  of  a  slope,  you  would  like 
also  to  have  tie-backs  or  horizontal  restraints  for  your  foundation  system.  This  is  not  currently  being 
proposed,  and  we  believe  that  it  needs  to  be  discussed  in  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  for 
adequate  characterization  of  the  stability  of  this  proposed  project. 


Thank  you.  (Alan  Kropp) 
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Responses  to  Comments  II 

II- 1)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  B-42.  Further,  the  commenter  is  incorrect  in  stating  that  the 
proposed  foundation  system  does  not  include  tie  backs  or  horizontal  restraints.  Regarding  the 
proposed  foundation  design,  page  8  of  the  Rogers/Pacific  report  states:  "The  piers  nearest  the 
slope  face  will  be  restrained  from  lateral  movement  at  their  tops  by  an  interconnecting  system  of 
tie  beams/walls  designed  to  act  simultaneously  as  shear  walls." 

Comments  JJ 

Good  evening.  My  name  is  Lance  Cames.  I'm  a  member  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Dwellers,  and  a  resident 
of  Telegraph  Hill.  The  point  I  am  going  to  address  this  evening  is  the  omission  of  the  findings  of  the 
Architectural  Review  Committee's  findings  from  the  Draft  EIR. 

The  findings  of  the  Architectural  Review  Committee,  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board, 
were  that  the  project  was  not  appropriate  to  the  character  of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District.  The 
committee  recommended  denial  of  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  to  the  project.  The  committee 
further  recommended  a  reduction  in  mass  and  area  compatible  with  neighboring  buildings. 

The  fact  that  the  Architectural  Review  Committee  met  to  consider  the  project  is  mentioned  in  the  Draft 
EIR,  but  the  architecture  —  the  A.R.C.'s  unanimous  conclusions  are  not  mentioned  anywhere  in  the 
Draft  EIR.  The  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  A.R.C.  were  the  result  of  breathtaking  extensive 
testimony  and  their  examination  of  many  submissions.  Theirs  was  not  a  cursory  review  but  a  careful 
examination  of  many  of  the  same  issues  covered  in  the  Draft  EIR. 

The  omission  of  this  critical  information  from  the  Draft  EIR  is  a  serious  oversight,  especially  since  the 
Draft  EIR  purports  to  examine  the  project's  impacts  on  historic  resources,  and  since  the  information 
produced  by  the  A.R.C.  contradicts  the  Draft  EIR's  unsupported  conclusions  in  this  matter.  Therefore, 
we  strongly  feel  that  the  findings  of  the  A.R.C.  should  be  discussed  and  reviewed  in  the  final  EIR. 

Thank  you.  (Lance  Cames) 

Responses  to  Comments  JJ 

JJ-1)     Please  see  the  response  to  Comment  A-6. 
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 VIII.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

E.  PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

Comments  KK 

President  Chinchilla,  Commissioners,  my  name  is  Joe  Luttrell.  I  am  the  immediate  past  president  of 
the  Hill  Dwellers,  and  I  live  in  the  Historic  District.  The  hour  is  late.  I  hope  you  can  bear  with  me  on 
one  issue.  The  issue  is:  Does  this  Draft  EIR  explore  reasonable  alternatives. 

The  CEQA  standard  requires  that  the  reasonable  alternatives  must  be  thoroughly  assessed.  That  is  a 
quotation.  Now,  if  we  look  in  this  large  document,  this  Draft  EIR,  we  find  that  two  pages  are  devoted 
to  exploring  alternatives.  Only  two.  And  they  are  not  pages  which  do  a  reasonable,  thorough  job.  The 
first  alternative  explored  is  no  project,  but  that  alternative  is  almost  immediately  discarded  because  it 
is  said  this  project  will  help  make  the  hill  safe.  But  nowhere  in  the  reasonable  assessment,  so-called, 
are  we  told  why  a  project  this  big  is  needed  to  make  the  hill  safe.  Can't  you  make  the  hill  safe  another 
way?  That  has  to  be  explored. 

Number  2.  The  only  other  alternative  explored  is  the  prior  building  on  the  site,  the  one  that  fell  down 
the  hill.  Now,  there  it  said  that  alternative  is  no  good  either.  Because  —  why?  Because  that  building 
had  no  parking,  and  the  code  requires  parking.  Well,  why  not  consider  the  previous  building  with 
parking?  That  reasonable  alternative  is  not  explored. 

Last.  The  Landmarks  Board  proposed  that  a  cottage  go  in  on  the  site,  a  cottage  that  could  be  a  single- 
family  home  with  four  bedrooms,  four-and-a-half  baths,  a  multi-million  dollar  structure  on  that  site. 
We  have  put  in  our  Appendix  C  this  alternative.  It  seems,  to  us,  to  be  reasonable.  This  alternative  has 
not  been  mentioned,  let  alone  explored. 

So  we  say  there  are  at  least  three  alternatives,  which  could  be  explored  which  so  far  have  not  been 
explored  in  the  way  the  CEQA  requires.  And  we  ask  you,  as  part  of  your  direction  to  the  staff,  to  say: 
Look  at  these.  Look  at  them  in  a  reasonable,  thorough  way,  and  come  back  to  us  with  some  real 
answers. 

Thank  you.  (Joe  Luttrell) 


Responses  to  Comments  KK 

KK-1)  Please  see  the  responses  to  Comments  A-21  and  A-22.  The  commenter  questions  if  there  would 
be  a  way,  other  than  the  proposed  project,  to  safely  stabilize  the  cliff  face  on  the  project  site.  In 
fact,  the  sponsor  could  choose  to  stabilize  the  site  but  not  build  the  proposed  structure.  While  this 
would  be  theoretically  possible,  such  an  alternative  would  actually  be  a  variant  of  the  No  Project 
Alternative  and  would  similarly  be  rejected  by  the  sponsor  because  it  would  not  meet  any  of  the 
sponsor's  objectives  for  the  project.  The  suggested  alternative  of  stabilizing  the  site  through 
construction  of  a  building  smaller  than  the  proposed  project  would  be  equivalent  to  the 
Replacement  Alternative  discussed  in  the  DEIR.  As  noted  in  responses  to  Comments  A-21  and 
A-22,  the  EIR  also  evaluates  another  alternative  that  would  construct  a  single-family  dwelling  on 
the  project  site.  This  Alternative  C  is  now  the  project  sponsor's  preferred  alternative. 
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VIII.  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


E.  PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 


It  should  be  noted  that  the  prior  (McNear)  building  did  not  "fall  down  the  hill,"  as  stated  by  the 
commenter.  Instead,  as  described  in  the  EIR  on  p.  III.E-3,  rainwater  apparently  seeped  into  the 
hillside  during  City  repaying  of  Alta  Street,  resulting  in  a  rockfall  that  detached  the  gunite  slope 
treatment  that  had  been  protecting  the  cliff  below  the  project  site.  Without  the  gunite  slope 
treatment  or  the  pavement  on  Alta  Street,  infiltrating  surface  water  further  degraded  the  shale 
slope,  which  eventually  undermined  portions  of  the  McNear  building  foundation  and  resulted  in 
the  failure  and  destruction  of  the  retaining  wall  originally  placed  along  Alta  Street.  As  a  result  of 
this  slope  failure,  the  City  demolished  the  McNear  building  and  undertook  additional  slope 
protection  measures. 


Comments  LL 


I  am  Arthur  Chang.  I  am  here  to  read  Howard  Wong's  statement.  He  has  had  to  leave  because  of  time. 

He  writes:  My  name  is  Howard  Wong.  I  am  a  San  Francisco  architect  and  a  native  of  San  Francisco 
and  Telegraph  Hill.  The  proposed  Draft  Environmental  Impact  report  for  22-30  Alta  Street  does  not 
conform  to  the  guidelines  of  the  Historic  District  ordinance.  The  recommendation  of  the  Architectural 
Review  Committee  and  the  Landmarks  Board  have  not  been  honored.  The  sentiment  of  the  neighbors 
and  the  surrounding  community  for  the  protection  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  the  preservation 
of  historic  pattern  of  smaller  dwellings  has  not  been  fundamentally  addressed. 

It  is  important  to  step  back  and  review  the  historic  purposes  for  the  establishment  of  (unintelligible) 
like  the  City  Planning  Department  and  Planning  Commission,  as  well  as  the  noble  intents  of  the 
Historic  District  protective  measures.  In  essence,  a  great  city  like  San  Francisco  requires  intelligent 
planning  and  design  direction  in  order  to  enhance  its  beauty,  vitality,  and  quality  of  life.  It  needs  to  be 
a  delicate  balance  of  many  dominating  forces  for  the  common  good. 


Today,  the  community  is,  again,  fighting  for  the  preservation  of  historic  tradition  of  Telegraph  Hill,  a 
world-renowned  model  for  (unintelligible)  streets,  foot  paths,  side  cliffs,  gardens,  et  cetera,  with 
character  and  still  the  historical  significance  and  global  image  as  powerful  as  that  of  Paris  and 
Mediterranean  villages  (unintelligible).  We  have  something  very  sacred  entrusted  to  our  care  for  future 
generations.  (Arthur  Chang  for  Howard  Wong) 


Responses  to  Comments  LL 


LL-1)   Please  see  the  response  to  Comments  A-2. 
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Comments  MM 

And  for  myself,  Arthur  Chang,  a  member  of  Telegraph  Hill,  I  also  want  to  make  a  comment.  I  have 
been  only  recently  involved  in  planning  and  zoning  affairs  of  the  city,  and  I  am  appalled  to  find  in  this 
city  money  can  buy  anything.  You  have  heard  what  people  have  said  before,  how  much  this  EIR  does 
not  address  the  issues  either  required  by  law  or  by  the  codes  of  the  city. 

What  we  have  here  is  a  snow  job,  a  whitewash  for  somebody  to  make  money  off  of  a  sacred  piece  of 
property  over  a  sacred  garden  that  should  be  preserved.  So  look  at  the  report  with  the  answers  to  the 
EIR  by  the  Telegraph  Hill  people.  They  make  a  point.  Many  have  already  been  stated. 
Overlook  the  snow  job. 


Thank  you.  (Arthur  Chang) 


Responses  to  Comments  MM 

MM-1)  The  comment  is  noted.  The  commenter  does  not  make  any  specific  remarks  about  the  content, 
adequacy  or  accuracy  of  the  Draft  EIR,  and  no  response  is  required. 


REFERENCES  -  PUBLIC  HEARING  COMMENTS 

Except  where  noted,  the  materials  referenced  in  this  EIR  are  on  file  and  available  for  review  at  the  San  Francisco 
Planning  Department,  1 660  Mission  Street,  as  part  of  the  project  file. 
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NOTICE  THAT  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT 
IS  DETERMINED  TO  BE  REQUIRED 


Date  of  this  Notice:  May  9, 1998,  Amended  October  7,  1998. 


Lead  Agency:      City  and  County  of  San  Francisco,  Planning  Department 
1660  Mission  Street,  5th  Floor,  San  Francisco.  CA  94103 

Agency  Contact  Person:  Jim  McCormick       Telephone:  (415)  558-6394 


Project  Title:   97.433E:  22-30  Alta  Street      Project  Sponsor:  Alta  Street  Development.  LLC 

Contact  Person:  Peter  Pfau 


Project  Address:  22-30  Alta  Street 

Assessor's  Block  and  Lot:  Block  106,  Lot  34A 
City  and  County:  San  Francisco 


Project  Description:  Construction  of  a  three-unit,  six-level  residential  condominium  building  with 
parking  for  five  automobiles.  The  proposed  structure  would  have  three  levels  above  the  existing  grade  at 
Alta  Su-eet  and  three  levels  stepping  down  Telegraph  Hill  towards  the  nonh.  The  parking  garage  would 
be  located  at  street  level  on  Alta  Street.  The  project  site  is  adjacent  to  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way, 
which  includes  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  Filbert  Steps,  and  is  located  within  the  Telegraph  Hill 
Historic  District. 


THIS  PROJECT  MAY  HAVE  A  SIGNIFICANT  EFFECT  ON  THE  ENVIRONMENT  AND  AN 
ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  IS  REQUIRED.  This  determination  is  based  upon  the  criteria 
of  the  Guidelines  of  the  State  Secretary  for  Resources,  Sections  15063  (Initial  Study),  15064 
(Determining  Significant  Effect),  and  15065  (Mandatory  Findings  of  Significance),  and  the  following 
reasons,  as  documented  in  the  Initial  Study  for  the  project,  which  is  attached. 

Deadline  for  Filing  an  Appeal  of  this  Determination  to  the  City  Planning  Commission:  June  8,  1998. 
An  appeal  requires:  1)  a  letter  specifying  the  grounds  for  appeal,  and; 

2)  a  $209.00  filing  fee. 


Review  Officer 
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22-30  ALTA  STREET 
INITIAL  STUDY 
97.433E 


I.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 

The  project  site  is  22-30  Alta  Street  in  the  Telegraph  Hill  neighborhood  of  San  Francisco,  on  the  north 
side  of  Alta  Street,  at  the  end  of  a  dead-end  street.  Alta  Street  is  between  Union  and  Filbert  and 
Montgomery  and  Sansome  Streets  (see  Figure  1).  The  project  site  is  adjacent  to  the  Filbert  Street  right- 
of-way,  which  includes  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  Filbert  Steps,  and  is  located  within  the 
Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District.  The  7,500  (120'  x  62.5')  square-foot  site  consists  of  Lot  34A  of 
Assessor's  Block  106,  and  is  currently  vacant  except  for  the  remains  of  a  previous  apartment  building 
foundation  that  was  razed  by  the  City  in  1992.  The  rectangular  site  slopes  very  steeply  down  the  face  of 
Telegraph  Hill  to  the  north  and  east,  dropping  more  than  60  feet  vertically  over  its  120-foot  horizontal 
length. 

The  project  would  construct  a  six  level,  three-unit  residential  condominium  structure.  The  building  would 
include  approximately  5,575  square  feet  (sq.  ft.)  of  occupiable  floor  area,  or  approximately  1,860  sq.ft. 
per  unit.  Parking  and  circulation  space,  including  the  lobby,  would  total  about  2,240  sq.  ft.,  for  a  total  of 
about  7,815  sq.  ft.  Each  unit  would  be  on  two  levels  and  would  have  a  distinct  floor  plan  from  the  other 
units.  Each  unit  would  have  two  bedrooms  and  two  would  have  two  bathrooms,  while  one  would  have 
three  bathrooms. 

The  proposed  building  would  cover  about  36  percent  of  the  lot.'  Setbacks  of  the  building  would  range 
from  17  to  22  feet  along  the  east  lot  line  (location  of  the  stairwell)  and  be  more  than  51  feet  from  the  rear 
(north)  property  line.  There  would  be  no  setbacks  from  the  front  (south)  or  west  lot  lines. 

The  building  height,  measured  according  to  the  Planning  Code^,  would  be  approximately  32  feet  above 
street  grade  on  Alta  Street.  At  the  rear,  the  maximum  dimension  along  the  north  elevation  would  be 
approximately  73  feet,  achieved  in  four  separate  wall  planes,  each  set  back  from  the  one  below.  On  the 
east  elevation,  the  building  would  rise  about  82  feet  above  the  top  of  the  steep  slope.  A  parking  garage 
would  be  located  at  street  level  (overall  level  four)  with  space  for  five  automobiles.  Entrance  to  the 
structure  would  be  from  Alta  Street  for  pedestrians  and  vehicles.  No  demolition  of  existing  structures 
would  be  involved.  A  rear  exit  would  be  located  on  the  north  side  of  the  building  (see  Figure  2).  An 
existing  low  concrete  wall  that  runs  along  the  eastern  edge  of  Alta  Street,  and  that  was  extended  in  front 
of  the  entire  length  of  the  project  site  subsequent  to  the  previous  building  located  on  the  site  being  torn 
down,  would  be  removed. 


Because  of  the  steepness  of  the  site,  particularly  along  its  eastern  edge,  it  is  likely  that  portions  of  the  property  are 
not  suitable  for  development. 

According  to  Section  102. 12B  of  the  Planning  Code,  structures  on  downward  sloping  lots  are  measured  at  their 
centerline  from  the  curb  to  roofline. 
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The  Alta  Street  (south)  elevation  would  include  two  stories  of  bay  windows  wiih  horizontal  banding 
above  a  solid  garage  door  (see  Figure  3).  An  entrance  along  the  eastern  side  of  the  south  elevation  would 
include  metalwork  and  etched  glass  above  the  doorway  and  a  skylight  over  the  entrance  lobby.  The 
exterior  would  have  a  cement  plaster  finish.  A  building  logo  and  the  street  name  and  address  would  be 
displayed  on  a  cantilevered  extension  of  the  second-story  facade  that  would  serve  to  shelter  the  entry. 
The  building  design's  Modeme  references  include  curved  terraces  and  building  edges,  cantilevered 
balconies,  a  cement  plaster  finish,  horizontal  window  banding,  and  pipe  terrace  railings. 

The  western  elevation  of  the  building  would  primarily  be  adjacent  to  the  existing  apartment  building  at 
34  Alta  Street,  however  a  portion  of  the  proposed  structure  would  extend  beyond  34  Alta  Street  downslope 
to  the  north  (see  Figure  4).  Each  of  the  six  levels  of  the  building  would  include  a  terrace  of  varying  size, 
that  would  wrap  along  the  rear  (north)  and  east-facing  elevations  of  the  building  (see  Figure  5).  The 
southern  portion  of  the  east  elevation  would  include  an  enclosed  stairwell  with  three  small  rectangular 
windows  at  levels  3-5  and  four  rectangular  glass  block  windows  at  levels  3-6  (see  Figure  6). 

Although  the  site  is  currently  vacant,  the  Fred  McNear  Jr.  Apartment  Building  was  located  there  from 
1935  to  1992.3  This  structure  was  a  five-level,  five-unit  Modeme  building  of  about  3,250  sq.ft.  of 
occupied  floor  area  and  about  3,750  total  sq.  ft.  (including  lobby  and  circulation  space).  It  rose  one  and 
one-half  levels  above  Alta  Street  and  extended  three  and  one-half  levels  below  Alta  Street  at  the  rear,  or 
five  stories  in  all,  compared  to  six  stories  currently  proposed.  The  McNear  building  had  no  on-site 
parking. 

In  1992,  while  road  work  was  being  performed  on  Alta  Street  by  the  City  that  included  removing  the 
street's  top  concrete  layer,  two  weeks  of  unexpected  heavy  rain  fell  on  the  City  during  what  had  been  a 
drought  year.  The  McNear  building  had  been  built  with  a  shallow  footing  on  the  loose  rock  of  the  site 
and  the  rainfall  led  to  the  building's  foundation  being  undermined.  The  concrete  was  subsequently 
replaced  on  the  street,  but  the  McNear  building  was  ultimately  deemed  unsafe  for  habitation  and 
demolished  by  the  City.  Subsequently,  the  City  undertook  major  stabilization  measures,  including  but  not 
limited  to:  substantial  scaling  of  loose  rock,  a  pier-supported  wall  at  the  end  of  Alta  Street,  installation  of 
rockbolting,  and  rockfall  netting.  The  proposed  project  is  intended  to  replace  this  destroyed  building  and 
takes  cues  from  its  Modeme  architectural  qualities. 

The  proposed  project  would  include  extensive  efforts  to  ensure  stability  of  the  site  and  the  structure 
proposed  for  the  site.  The  remains  of  the  foundation  from  the  McNear  building  would  first  be  removed. 
A  system  of  vertical  piers,  up  to  as  much  as  40  feet  deep,  would  be  installed  into  the  slope  and  restrained 
from  lateral  movement  by  a  system  of  beams  and  walls.  A  drainage  system  that  would  include  horizontal 
drains  of  more  than  30  feet  in  length  would  be  installed  to  insure  proper  site  runoff. 


Although  not  now  referred  to  by  this  name,  for  purposes  of  this  document,  the  former  building  located  at  22-30 
Alta  Street  will  be  referred  to  as  the  McNear  building,  after  an  early  owner.  According  to  David  Myrick's  San 
Francisco's  Telegraph  Hill,  the  former  building  is  named  the  Fred  McNear  Jr.,  Apartment  Building. 
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The  project  site  is  within  an  RH-3  (Three-Family)  District  and  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District  (40  foot 
maximum  height  limit,  no  bulk  limit).  This  district  allows  three  units  per  lot  and  one  unit  per  1,000  sq.ft. 
of  lot  area  as  a  conditional  use  (a  maximum  of  seven  units  would  be  permitted  on  the  subject  site).  The 
project  would  be  a  permitted  use  in  the  RH-3  District  and  would  comply  with  the  Planning  Code 
requirements  concerning  height,  bulk,  and  use  of  that  district.  Project  construction  would  take  about 
12  months,  with  occupancy  planned  for  late  1999. 

II.  SUMMARY  OF  POTENTIAL  ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

A.  EFFECTS  FOUND  TO  BE  POTENTIALLY  SIGNIFICANT 

The  22-30  Alta  Street  project  is  examined  in  this  Initial  Study  to  identify  potential  effects  on  the 
environment.  Two  project-specific  effects,  impacts  on  historic  architectural  resources  and  shadows,  have 
been  determined  to  be  potentially  significant  and  will  be  analyzed  in  an  Environmental  Impact  Report 
(EIR).  Although  no  potentially  significant  land  use,  visual  quality,  biological,  or  geologic/seismic 
impacts  have  been  identified,  a  discussion  of  these  issues  will  be  presented  in  the  EIR  for  informational 
purposes.  The  biology  and  visual  quality  sections  will  be  included  in  the  EIR  in  order  to  fully  address  the 
effects  upon  historic  architectural  resources  and  the  public  open  spaces  of  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden 
and  Filbert  Steps. 


B.  EFFECTS  FOUND  NOT  TO  BE  SIGNIFICANT 

The  following  potential  impacts  were  determined  either  to  be  insignificant  or  to  be  mitigated  through 
measures  included  in  the  project.  These  items  are  discussed  in  Section  III  below,  and  require  no  further 
environmental  analysis  in  the  EIR:  population,  transportation,  noise,  air  quality,  wind,  utilities/public 
services,  water,  energy,  hazards,  and  archaeological  resources.  As  noted  above,  although  no  potentially 
significant  land  use,  visual  quality,  biological,  or  geologic/seismic  impacts  have  been  identified,  these 
issues  will  be  addressed  in  the  EIR  for  informational  purposes  only. 

III.  ENVIRONMENTAL  EVALUATION  CHECKLIST  AND  DISCUSSION 

•  Not 

A.    COMPATIBILITY  WITH  EXISTING  ZONING  AND  PLANS    Discussed  Applicable 

1)     Discuss  any  variances,  special  authorizations,  or 
Changes  proposed  to  the  City  Planning  Code  or 

Zoning  Map,  if  applicable.  X   

*    2)     Discuss  any  conflicts  with  any  adopted  environmental 

Plans  and  goals  of  the  City  or  Region,  if  applicable.  X  X 

The  San  Francisco  Planning  Code,  which  incorporates  by  reference  the  City  Zoning  Maps,  governs 
permitted  uses,  densities  and  configuration  of  buildings  within  San  Francisco.  Permits  to  construct  new 
buildings  or  to  alter  or  demolish  existing  ones  may  not  be  issued  unless  the  proposed  project  conforms  to 
the  Code  or  an  exception  is  granted  pursuant  to  provisions  of  the  Code.  The  proposed  project  would 
comply  with  Planning  Code  requirements  concerning  height,  bulk,  and  use  in  the  RH-3  (Three-Family) 

*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines.  Appendix  G.  normally  significant  effect.  
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District  and  the  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District  (40-foot  maximum  height  limit,  no  bulk  limit)  in  which  it 
would  be  located.  The  blocks  surrounding  the  project  site  on  Telegraph  Hill  are  also  zoned  RH-3  and  are 
within  a  40-X  Height  and  Bulk  District.  At  the  bottom  of  the  hill,  to  the  east  along  Sansome  Street,  is  a 
C-2  (Community  Business)  use  district. 

The  Planning  Code  states  that  in  the  RH-3  District  ".  .  .  structures  with  three  units  are  common  in 
addition  to  one-family  and  two-family  houses.  The  predominant  form  is  large  flats  rather  than 
apartments,  with  lots  25  feet  wide,  a  fine  or  moderate  scale  and  separate  entrances  for  each  unit.  Building 
styles  tend  to  be  varied  but  complementary  to  one  another.  Outdoor  space  is  available  at  ground  level, 
and  also  decks  and  balconies  for  individual  units"  (Section  206).  The  project  would  be  a  permitted  use  in 
the  RH-3  District.  Except  for  a  Certificate  of  Appropriateness,  the  proposed  project  would  require  no 
special  authorizations  pursuant  to  the  Planning  Code. 

The  Department  of  Building  Inspection  would  require  a  building  permit  for  the  construction  of  a  new 
building.  The  Department  of  Public  Works  would  require  a  minor  street  encroachment  permit  to  rebuild 
the  curb  for  access  to  the  proposed  parking  garage. 

The  project  site  is  located  within  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District.  Appendix  G  to  Article  10  of  the 
Planning  Code  sets  forth  additional  review  provisions  for  Certificates  of  Appropriateness,  which  may  be 
granted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  upon  the  advice  of  the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory 
Board  (LPAB)  as  part  of  the  project  approval  for,  among  other  things,  any  new  construction  in  the 
district.  These  provisions  include  compatibility  with  the  character  of  the  historic  district,  compatibility 
with  prevailing  heights  (both  topographic  and  built),  and  appropriateness  of  design.  The  proposed  project 
would  be  subject  to  these  provisions. 

Environmental  plans  and  policies,  like  the  '97  Clean  Air  Plan,  directly  address  physical  environmental 
issues  and/or  contain  standards  or  targets  that  must  be  met  in  order  to  preserve  or  improve  specific 
components  of  the  City's  physical  environment.  The  proposed  project  would  not  obviously  or 
substantially  conflict  with  any  such  adopted  environmental  plan  or  policy. 

The  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  General  Plan  provides  general  policies  and  objectives  to  guide 
land  use  decisions  and  contains  some  policies  related  to  physical  environmental  issues.  In  general, 
potential  conflicts  with  the  General  Plan  are  considered  by  the  decisions-makers  (normally  the  Planning 
Commission)  independently  of  the  environmental  review  process,  as  part  of  the  decision  to  approve, 
modify  or  disapprove  a  proposed  project.  Any  potential  conflict  not  identified  here  could  be  considered 
in  that  context,  and  would  not  alter  the  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project. 

On  November  4,  1986,  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  passed  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning 
Initiative,  which  added  section  101.1  to  the  City  Planning  Code  to  establish  eight  Priority  Policies.  These 
policies  are:  preservation  and  enhancement  of  neighborhood-serving  retail  uses;  protection  of 
neighborhood  character;  preservation  and  enhancement  of  affordable  housing;  discouragement  of 
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commuter  automobiles;  protection  of  industrial  and  service  land  uses  from  commercial  office 
development  and  enhancement  of  resident  employment  and  business  ownership;  earthquake 
preparedness;  landmark  and  historic  building  preservation;  and  protection  of  open  space.  Prior  to  issuing 
a  permit  for  any  project  which  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act 
(CEQA),  or  adopting  any  zoning  ordinance  or  development  agreement,  the  City  is  required  to  find  that 
the  proposed  project  or  legislation  is  consistent  with  the  Priority  Policies.  The  case  reports  and/or  motion 
and  decision  letter  for  the  required  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  will  contain  the  analysis  determining 
whether  the  proposed  project  is  in  conformance  with  the  eight  Priority  Policies. 


B.    ENVIRONMENTAL  EFFECTS 

1      Land  Use.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

(a)  Disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement 

of  an  established  community?    X  X 

(b)  Have  any  substantial  impact  upon  the 

existing  character  of  the  vicinity?    X  X 

The  proposed  project  would  not  change  the  established  land  use  on  the  site.  The  site  was  occupied  by  an 
apartment  structure  with  five  dwelling  units  from  approximately  1935  until  1992.  Developed  properties 
in  the  immediate  vicinity,  atop  Telegraph  Hill,  are  also  residential  uses  and  so  the  proposed  project 
would  be  compatible  with  the  surrounding  uses.  The  proposed  project  would  step  down  the  hillside  and 
include  terraces  on  each  level.  The  project  would  have  six  floors,  three  rising  above  Alta  Street  and  three 
on  the  hillside  below  Alta  Street.  Because  it  would  be  generally  consistent  in  use  with  surrounding 
buildings,  the  project  would  not  disrupt  or  divide  the  physical  arrangement  of  the  surrounding 
community  nor  would  it  have  a  substantial  impact  on  the  residential  character  of  the  vicinity.  No  further 
analysis  of  potential  land  use  impacts  is  required,  however  the  EIR  will  provide  a  brief  land  use  section 
for  informational  purposes.  Effects  related  to  the  relative  size  and  mass  of  the  proposed  project  to  the 
surrounding  properties  and  the  historic  district  generally  will  be  addressed  in  the  Historic  Architectural 
Resources  section  of  the  EIR. 

2)     Visual  Quality.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*    (a)    Have  a  substantial,  demonstrable 

negative  aesthetic  effect?    X  X 

(b)  Substantially  degrade  or  obstruct  any 
scenic  view  or  vista  now  observed  from 

public  areas?    X  X 

(c)  Generate  obtrusive  light  or  glare 

Substantially  impacting  other  properties?    X   

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  a  visual  change,  since  it  would  add  a  new  building  that  ranges  in 
height  from  32  to  82  feet  (depending  on  the  location  on  the  site)  to  a  site  that  has  been  vacant  since  1992. 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines.  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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The  six-story  (three  stories  above  grade)  structure  would  be  Modeme  in  style  and  finished  in  cement 
plaster.  The  project  would  not  alter  the  overall  residential  character  of  the  existing  neighborhood.  In 
addition,  the  project  would  conform  to  all  zoning  regulations  including  height,  dwelling  unit  density  and 
setback  requirements.  As  an  infill  residential  project  in  an  established  neighborhood,  compatible  with  the 
neighborhood's  character,  and  in  conformance  with  all  zoning  regulations,  the  project  would  not  result  in 
a  substantial,  demonstrable  negative  aesthetic  effect.  Potential  impacts  related  to  the  project's 
compatibility  with  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  are  addressed  below  under  the  "Cultural"  section 
and  will  be  discussed  in  the  Historic  Architectural  Resources  section  of  the  EIR. 

Construction  of  a  new  building  on  the  site  would  block  public  views  from  the  sidewalk  and  street 
adjacent  to  the  site  and  private  views  from  the  adjacent  structure  to  the  west  and  from  buildings  across 
Alta  Street  to  the  north.  These  views  have  only  recently  been  available  by  virtue  of  the  removal  of  the 
McNear  building  previously  on  the  site.  With  three  stories  visible  above  street  level,  the  project  would  be 
comparable  in  street-level  height  to  the  McNear  building.  The  proposed  project  was  designed  to  step 
down  the  face  of  the  hill  in  a  manner  similar  to  the  McNear  building  and  other  residential  buildings  in 
the  vicinity.  Scenic  views  to  the  north  and  east  from  the  end  of  the  developed  portion  (uphill)  of  Alta 
Street  would  be  unaffected.  Although  noticeable,  the  change  would  be  comparable  to  the  results  of  the 
development  on  other  sloping  sites  in  San  Francisco.  The  partial  obstruction  of  views  dominated  by 
typical  urbanized  uses  would  not  be  considered  substantial  impairment  of  existing  scenic  views  or  vistas. 
However,  in  order  to  fully  assess  the  potential  effects  on  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  impacts 
resulting  from  the  project's  aesthetics  and  blockage  of  views  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

The  project  would  increase  the  amount  of  light  emitted  from  the  project  site,  but  would  not  substantially 
increase  ambient  light  levels  in  the  project  area.  The  project  would  not  produce  glare  affecting  other 
properties.  Potential  effects  from  light  and  glare  created  by  the  project  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


3)     Population.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)   Induce  substantial  growth  or 

concentration  of  population?    X  X 

*  (b)   Displace  a  large  number  of  people 

(involving  either  housing  or  employment)?    X  X 

(c)    Create  a  substantial  demand  for 

additional  housing  in  San  Francisco,  or 

substantially  reduce  the  housing  supply?    X  X 


As  a  residential  urban  infill  development  on  a  site  that  formerly  supported  a  residential  structure,  the 
project  would  not  induce  growth  or  a  concentration  of  population.  No  people  would  be  displaced,  in 
terms  of  housing  or  employment,  as  a  result  of  the  project.  The  project  would  not  increase  demand  for 
housing;  it  would  add  three  condominium  units  to  the  local  housing  supply.  Population  and  housing 
require  no  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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4)     Transportation  /  Circulation.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)  Cause  an  increase  in  traffic  which  is 
substantial  in  relation  to  the  existing 
traffic  load  and  capacity  of  the  street 

system?    X  X 

(b)  Interfere  with  existing  transportation 
systems,  causing  substantial  alterations  to 
circulation  patterns  or  major  traffic 

hazards?    X   

(c)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  transit 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 

existing  or  proposed  transit  capacity?    X  X 

(d)  Cause  a  substantial  increase  in  parking 
demand  which  cannot  be  accommodated  by 

existing  parking  facilities?    X  X 


The  project  would  result  in  the  addition  of  three  residential  units  to  an  established  residential 
neighborhood  on  a  site  that  from  1935-1992  supported  a  five-unit  residential  structure.  The  increased 
demand  on  the  local  transportation  system,  including  increased  traffic  and  increased  transit  demand, 
would  not  cause  an  increase  in  traffic  that  is  substantial  in  relation  to  the  existing  traffic  load  and 
capacity  of  the  street  system. 

Project  construction  would  create  temporary  adverse  impacts  on  the  transportation  and  circulation 
system  in  the  vicinity  of  the  site.  Because  the  project  site  is  located  at  the  end  of  a  narrow  dead-end  street 
it  would  likely  be  difficult  for  construction  vehicles  to  negotiate  movement  along  the  street  or  turn 
around  at  the  end  of  the  street.  Alta  Street's  intersection  with  Montgomery  Street  allows  only  right  turns 
onto  Montgomery,  which  is  also  a  dead-end.  This  intersection  and  the  dead-end  of  Montgomery  would 
also  be  difficult  for  large  vehicles  to  negotiate.  As  a  result,  it  is  likely  that  residents  on  Alta  Street  and 
parts  of  Montgomery  Street  would  be  inconvenienced  due  to  the  temporary  need  for  portions  of  the  street 
to  be  free  of  parked  cars,  vehicles  blocking  entrances  to  the  streets,  or  slow  moving  vehicles.'*  However, 
because  of  the  temporary  and  intermittent  nature  of  these  impacts,  they  would  not  be  considered 
significant. 

The  Telegraph  Hill  neighborhood  has  a  shortage  of  on-street  and  off-street  parking  availability.  The 
three-unit  project  would  include  parking  for  five  vehicles  and  thus  exceed  the  Planning  Code 
requirement  of  one  new  off-street  parking  space  for  each  new  dwelling  unit.  The  project  would  also 
result  in  the  elimination  of  two  on-street  parking  spaces  due  to  the  creation  of  a  driveway  to  serve  the 
building's  garage.  The  net  increase  in  parking  of  three  spaces  would  be  less  than  the  project  demand  of 


The  Department  of  Public  Works  requires  a  street  space  permit  for  any  use  of  the  public  right-of-way  during 
construction  and  does  not  allow  use  of  the  sidewalk,  driveways  or  streets  in  front  of  off-site  properties  without 
their  owners'  consent. 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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five  spaces.^  Thus,  the  project  would  incrementally  increase  the  existing  parking  shortfall  in  the  area. 
Increase  in  parking  demand  relative  to  supply  would  potentially  result  in  drivers  parking  farther  from 
their  destinations.  However,  the  incremental  increase  in  demand  generated  by  the  project  (2  spaces) 
would  not  be  substantial,  and  would  not  be  considered  a  significant  effect.  Transportation  and  circulation 
require  no  further  analysis  in  the  EIR. 


5)     Noise.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*    (a)    Increase  substantially  the  ambient  noise 

levels  for  adjoining  areas?    X  X 

(b)  Violate  Title  24  Noise  Insulation 

Standards,  if  applicable?    X  X 

(c)  Be  substantially  impacted  by  existing 

noise  levels?  X 


Demolition,  excavation,  and  building  construction  would  temporarily  increase  noise  in  the  site  vicinity. 
The  construction  period,  including  demolition  of  the  remnant  building  foundation,  would  last 
approximately  12  months.  Construction  noise  levels  would  fluctuate  depending  on  construction  phase, 
equipment  type  and  duration  of  use,  distance  between  noise  source  and  listener,  and  presence  or  absence 
of  barriers. 

During  the  construction  period,  temporary  construction  noise  would  be  noticed  by  neighboring  residents. 
Construction  noise  is  regulated  by  the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  (Article  29  of  the  City  Police 
Code).  The  ordinance  requires  that  noise  levels  from  individual  pieces  of  construction  equipment,  other 
than  impact  tools,  not  exceed  80  dB  A  at  a  distance  of  100  feet  from  the  source.  Impact  tools  (such  as 
jackhammers  and  impact  wrenches)  must  have  both  intake  and  exhaust  muffled  to  the  satisfaction  of  the 
Director  of  Public  Works.  Section  2908  of  the  Ordinance  prohibits  construction  work  between  8:00  p.m. 
and  7:00  a.m.,  if  noise  would  exceed  the  ambient  noise  level  by  five  dBA  at  the  project  property  line, 
unless  a  special  permit  is  authorized  by  the  Director  of  Public  Works. 

At  times  during  construction,  noise  levels  would  disturb  surrounding  residents.  There  would  be  times 
when  noise  would  interfere  with  indoor  activities  in  nearby  residences  adjacent  to  the  project  site.  Noise 
impacts  would  be  temporary  in  nature  and  limited  to  the  period  of  construction.  Therefore,  they  are  not 
considered  significant  environmental  impacts. 

As  a  development  consisting  of  three  residential  units,  on  top  of  Telegraph  Hill,  and  at  the  end  of  a  dead- 
end street,  the  project  would  result  in  a  minimal  increase  in  traffic  at  area  intersections,  and  it  therefore 
would  not  result  in  perceptibly  greater  traffic  noise  levels  than  those  existing  in  the  area. 


Based  on  demand  of  1.5  spaces  per  multi-bedroom  unit,  from  San  Francisco's  Department  of  City  Planning 
Guidelines  for  Environmental  Review,  1991 . 


Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines,  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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Title  24  of  the  California  code  of  Regulations  limits  interior  noise  levels  for  new  multi-family  residential 
developments  to  45  dBA.  Noise  reduction  measures  will  be  incorporated  into  the  building  design. 
Construction-related  noise,  effects  related  to  noise-sensitive  receptors,  and  operational  noise  anticipated 
following  construction  of  the  project  would  not  be  considered  significant  for  reasons  stated  above,  and 
will  not  be  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 


6)     Air  Quality/Climate.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)    Violate  any  ambient  air  quality  standard 

or  contribute  substantially  to  an  existing 

or  projected  air  quality  violation?    X  X 

*  (b)  Expose  sensitive  receptors  to  substantial 

pollutant  concentrations?    X  X 

(c)  Permeate  its  vicinity  with  objectionable 

odors?    X  X 

(d)  Alter  wind,  moisture  or  temperature 
(including  sun  shading  effects)  so  as  to 
substantially  affect  public  areas,  or 
change  the  climate  either  in  the 

community  or  region?  X    X 


Air  Quality 

Construction  of  the  project  would  temporarily  affect  local  air  quality.  It  would  not  involve  the  burning  of 
any  materials  or  the  creation  of  any  objectionable  odors.  Construction  activities  would  temporarily  affect 
local  air  quality  for  about  12  months,  causing  a  temporary  increase  in  particulate  dust  and  other 
pollutants.  Construction-related  effects  on  air  quality  generally  would  be  limited  to  emissions  from 
construction  equipment  and  construction  workers'  vehicles,  as  well  as  from  limited  demolition.  The 
project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor  to  wet  down  the  construction  site  twice  a  day  during 
construction  to  reduce  particulates  by  at  least  50  percent;  the  use  of  covering  soil,  sand  and  other 
material;  and  street  sweeping  around  demolition  and  construction  sites  at  least  once  per  day  (see 
mitigation,  p.  22).  Construction-related  effects  would  not  be  expected  to  increase  the  frequency  of 
violations  of  air  quality  standards.  According  to  the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  District  (BAAQMD),  the 
determination  of  significance  with  respect  to  construction  emissions  should  be  based  on  a  consideration 
of  the  control  measures  to  be  implemented  and  not  on  a  quantification  of  emissions.  If  all  of  the 
BAAQMD's  standard  recommended  control  measures  will  be  implemented,  then  construction  activities 
would  be  considered  a  less  than  significant  impact.  All  of  the  BAAQMD's  standard  control  measures  are 
included  in  the  proposed  project. 

Because  of  the  project's  limited  size,  there  would  be  no  measurable  operational  impacts  on  air  quality. 
Potential  air  quality  effects  therefore  require  no  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  included  in  the  EIR. 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines.  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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Shadow 

The  proposed  project  would  cast  shadow  on  surrounding  properties  and  areas  that  are  subject  to  regular 
public  use,  most  notably  the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  and  the  Filbert  Steps,  both  features  of  the  Telegraph 
Hill  Historic  District  specifically  referred  to  in  Article  10,  Appendix  G  of  the  Planning  Code.  Thus, 
shadow  impacts  of  the  project  on  these  areas  will  be  addressed  in  the  EIR. 

Wind 

Wind  impacts  are  generally  caused  by  large  building  masses  extending  substantially  above  their 
surroundings,  and  by  buildings  oriented  such  that  a  large  wall  catches  a  prevailing  wind,  particularly  if 
such  a  wall  includes  little  or  no  articulation.  The  project  itself  would  not  be  tall  enough  to  be  expected  to 
generate  substantial  wind  effects.  Potential  wind  effects  require  no  further  analysis  and  will  not  be 
included  in  the  EIR. 

7)     Utilities/Public  Services.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)   Breach  published  national,  state  or  local 

standards  relating  to  solid  waste  or  litter 

control?    X   

*  (b)   Extend  a  sewer  trunk  line  with  capacity 

to  serve  new  development?    X   

(c)  Substantially  increase  demand  for  schools, 

recreation  or  other  public  facilities?    X   

(d)  Require  major  expansion  of  power,  water, 

or  communications  facilities?  X  X 


The  proposed  project  would  incrementally  increase  demand  for  and  use  of  public  services  and  utilities  on 
the  site  and  increase  water  consumption,  but  not  in  excess  of  amounts  expected  and  provided  for  in  the 
project  area,  and  would  not  be  expected  to  have  any  measurable  impact  on  public  services  or  utilities. 
This  topic  requires  no  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  included  in  the  EIR. 
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8)     S  :        J; ::::  r::  ecc  Yes         N:  Discussed 

*  va)  Substantially  affect  a  rare  or  oidaiigered 

^edes  of  animal  or  plant  or  the  habirai 

of  the  species?    X  X 

*  (b)  SubstantiaUy  diminish  halNt^  . :  ::  :  sh, 

wildlife  or  plants,  or  intafere 
substantially  with  the  moverr  e-:  my 
lesident  or  migratory  fish  or  .:e 

Sre;:;?:^  X  X 


(c)  Re: 


X 


: ; :  ried  b>  2  residential  structine  from  1935  to  1992.  Remnants  of  the  jwevious 
:;_  1^.  :-  :e-i  -      :l-e  s  :e  The  project  would  not  affect  an\  threateied,  rare  «• 
e  or  hab::2:  7- e  r : :  e ; :    :  _i  1  r ; :  -  .erfere  %nth  any  resicent  or  migratray  ^)ecies. 
z^iesoh  -  :-e  :e-  :  :  ;:  ;  5_rs:ir:  _  r  _~  rer  ::  :rees  Tr.e  {HOposed  jwoject  would 

r  -  .e  ?  _'i::  -^r  .  Iirie-  :_.    :  _  :  :  ::  "l  e  a  subsiantial  id  erse  effect  on 

:  -  _ :  :  1 .  : :  5  _ :  -  r  ir :  s  H :  .  ever,  to  assess  the  inqncts  aa  the  Garden  as  an  element 

^  rl:  5 : :  r ;  T  s    ; .  : : :  i :  r  :  1  : — :>acts  of  the  rro'ect  .•.  '!!  be  addressed  in  die  HTR  fw 


9)     LrerirT'  -  :r  :mrr    ^ ;  _  2  r e  project  Yes         Nr  Discussed 

*    (a'^   E  .r:se  re: r  e  ::  sr-_::-res  ::  majw 
r:r:5  si::es.  s_:s:;ence. 


(b)  Change : 
any  unic 
of  the  s  - 


:    :_e:i;uoo)?    X  X 

:rs.:r :  :'     re  topt^raphy  or 

e  z  e : . : ; : :  : :  r  h^3!ca^  features 


The  site  his  reer  s  _bject  to  rockfalls  .e  e:ii  .rrt:  .  r:e  re  I'rz'.s  ]/:s.  :e:er.r   :r  1.  .  I  _s  1  resu'tof 
roadworkbeir:  rer::— ed  :r  A  ::  S  ree:  :   rre  Cit>-,  the foundaticm of  :re  ?  -:Ne^-  r  rr  r:  m:  .  li 
locked  on  the    :e      re  r-  e    _s   reer—  re:  Tre  -~_;:_-e  was  ultimately  cee-e:  -r.  i:e  ::r 
habitation  arc       :e~:.:.-rei  :•  rre  Z.V' 


Thepr:  er:  site  isnotloci.ei  r  r  :  5e  H:r: 
Di\isi«i  of  Mines  iri  Ge:i:r  .1    ^s  ir:  r 

crfUquef-:  :r  ? :  err^  ::  re  Sir  rrir;:s 

However  .  r  e  r : . : :  -  ; :  die  site,  as  descr  re:  :  r  e :~ 
movoner  f  _  _-:   e  -  re  s:teanditisl::i.e:  :r 
of  the  Sir  ?:_r :  £ : :  JcKc^^  Plan  CaranuiL::   S  i:e 


r:5  S  .1  Z:re  S?1SZ  re- :rr  _:ed  by  the  California 

:r  re  '■-::  ::  Seismic Kiz iris  S  riy  Z:res  -  .Area 
::  Sere::.        Commirrrr-  5::er  7.e~er:. 
_::  e   r: ei  :; ; -r^eaces of  hazardo_s  iirdr::k 
rre:  _s:er  abie  to  iaodslide  as  indicated  on  Map  5 
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The  prc^)osed  project  would  be  rt;  ::ri  :;  ::  rr  Sir.  ?Tir::£;;  B_:.i:-z  C:cr.    r^;  -  =r.i_re; 

tbesafety  of  allnewcMistructic-  :r  ir.i  C  r   The  f  r  i!  r  i.i  r  z  r  ms  would  be  revie  ei  :  "'r 
Dq)artment  of  Building  Inspection  351   1-  re   r  ving  ouiiding  plans.  D3!  refers  ::  i   i^er  ;: 
infOTmation  sources  to detennineexirirr  riziris  ir.f  assessiecMire— er  £  :;r  rr:  :zi::;r  S:  -::ti 
reviewed  include  maps  of  SHSZs  and  lOicr.  in:  :;e  irei; Sir  rrir;:::;  ii    e.  ii  :rt  :_  i  rz 
inspectors' WOTidng  knowledge  of  areas  of  sre;:i!  ze:  iri:  ;  :r;e— .  In  iz^^-izr.  ire  3_iz:::z  C;ze  i^iz 
COTtains  pro\Tsions  that  require  in:  rriz  rz  :r  slzzei  z:  zrei:e:  int  2:1.  orwbae  :i:  :e:::z^  'si!? 
exceed  10  vertical  feet,  mus:  :e  iire  r  icciriancevkiLr  ire  :e:  :n— eriiiir:  ::  1 1::.  erz:reer:rz  rezir: 
prepared  by  a  Calif(»nii-!::er:ei  ze::e:  r::il  errireerrr  i: ::  ::rm:i:r  ?: :er::3  ze:  izr:  i^z 
landslide  hazards  would  be minzi:ez  z  r  rz  ire  rem:  review  pzcess  :r_-:  _zr  re:e  — eiiires. 

Section  7(h)  of  Apperiix  G  ::  :re  P.ir.ning  Code  reqizre:  in:  ire  rezmz  Ce-:::~;i:e  ::  Arrr:rn:ere:5 
applicaticHi  include  i  ze:.:z::z  i;iz^  .  rrade by  a  licensee  :i  i  erz  ree: :;:  r::rerre:  :r  ire  ze5:zr.i:rz. 
cliff  areas.  The  proper.   ::  not  in  a  designated  cliff  area  m  irere:::e  :ris  rrz    :  :r  i:e5  r::  irri  to  this 
site.  However,  the  r:;  e::  ir  :rsOThashadge<JogicTepc.-rs  ::  — r.e:ez  :   i:er:ez  erz  reers  7re  irz  rzs 
oftheserqxKts  will  be  discussed  and  evaluated  iQ  the  EIR:::  :r:;~ii:n^  r_— zsei  7r  :  ::r  :     i  :e 
discussed  further  in  the  EIR  for  infonnadcxii.  r irr :  ses. 

10)   Water.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  IHscossBd 

*  (a)   Substantially  degrade  water  quality,  or 

COTtaminate  a  public  water  supph'?    X   

*  (b)   Substantially  deznze  :r  zer.e:e  zr:_r.i- 

Water  resources,  z:  r  erfere  sizsimnily 

With  gn>undwa:e:  :e:n:ze'    X  X 

*  (c)   Cause  substantia!  liz  zc  rz.  e::i:zr  zr 

SiltatioD?  X 


Due  to  the  c(»struction  of  a  structure  zr  i  izmt  site,  the  p: 
surface  on  the  site  and  therefore  wcu!z  i  :e:  :re  iriinze  rz 
however,  drainage  patterns  would  nz:  re  sir: :im  i  liere 
would  cratinue  to  drain  into  the  C:r  s  zz~z:rez  sir  :^-  ir 

regard  to  nmoff  would  be  simi.ir  :z  :rzse  in:  e  is:ez  rr.z: 
site.  This  toric  recuires  no  furirer  mi-  sis  in  •  ii  rz:  re  :: 


IX-i9 


11)    Energy/Natural  Resources.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*    (a)    Encourage  activities  wliich  result  in  the  use  of 
large  amounts  of  fuel,  water,  or  energy,  or  use 

these  in  a  wasteful  manner?    X  X 

(b)  Have  a  substantial  effect  on  the  potential 
use,  extraction,  or  depletion  of  a  natural 
resource?  X 


The  project  would  meet  current  state  and  local  codes  concerning  energy  consumption.  It  would  not  cause 
a  wasteful  use  of  energy.  Energy  consumption  and  natural  resources  require  no  further  analysis  and  will 
not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


12)    Hazards.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*  (a)   Create  a  potential  public  health  hazard  or 

involve  the  use,  production  or  disposal  of 
materials  which  pose  a  hazard  to  people  or 
animal  or  plant  populations  in  the  area 

affected?    X 

*  (b)   Interfere  with  emergency  response  plans 

or  emergency  evacuation  plans?    X  X 

(c)    Create  a  potentially  substantial  fire 

hazard?  X  X 


Other  than  for  limited  remnants  of  the  concrete  foundation  from  the  building  previously  located  on  the 
project  site,  the  project  would  not  involve  any  demolition.  As  a  result,  there  would  be  no  hazardous 
materials  disposed  of  as  a  result  of  demolition  at  the  site.  There  is  no  history  of  on-site  use  of  hazardous 
materials  and  therefore  there  would  be  no  potential  for  exposure  to  hazardous  materials  by  workers  or 
residents.  Hazardous  materials  issues  do  not  require  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 


San  Francisco  ensures  fire  safety  primarily  through  provisions  of  the  Building  Code  and  the  Fire  Code. 
Existing  buildings  are  required  to  meet  standards  contained  in  these  codes.  In  addition,  the  final  building 
plans  for  any  new  residential  project  greater  than  two  units  is  reviewed  by  the  San  Francisco  Fire 
Department  (as  well  as  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection)  in  order  to  ensure  conformance  with 
these  provisions.  The  proposed  project  would  conform  to  these  standards,  which  may  also  include 
development  of  an  emergency  procedure  manual  and  an  exit  drill  plan.  In  this  way,  potential  fire  hazards 
(including  those  associated  with  hydrant  water  pressure  and  emergency  access)  would  be  mitigated 
during  the  permit  review  process. 


Further,  because  the  project  would  be  in  an  established  residential  neighborhood  and  the  nature  of  the 
proposed  use  is  the  same  as  the  use  that  occupied  the  site  from  1935-1992,  the  proposed  project  would 
not  interfere  with  emergency  response/evacuation  plans  or  create  a  substantial  fire  hazard  by  limiting 


*  Derived  from  State  EIR  Guidelines.  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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access  to  the  site  or  neighborhood  to  the  Fire  Department.  Emergency  response  and  fire  hazard  issues  do 
not  require  further  analysis  and  will  not  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

13)    Cultural.  Could  the  project:  Yes         No  Discussed 

*    (a)   Disrupt  or  adversely  affect  a  prehistoric  or 
Historic  archaeological  site  or  a  property  of 
historic  or  cultural  significance  to  a  community 
or  ethnic  or  social  group;  or  a  paleontological 

site  except  as  a  part  of  a  scientific  study?    X  X 

(b)  Conflict  with  established  recreational, 
educational,  religious  or  scientific  uses  of  the 

area?    X 

(c)  Conflict  with  the  preservation  of  buildings 
subject  to  the  provisions  of  Article  10  or 

Article  1 1  of  the  City  Planning  Code?  X    X 

Archaeological  Resources 

Because  of  the  site's  location  on  a  steep  hill,  it  is  unlikely  that  any  prehistoric  cultural  resources  exist. 
Because  the  site  supported  a  residential  structure  between  1935  and  1992,  and  because  limited 
excavation  is  proposed  as  part  of  the  project  for  installation  of  drilled  piers  and  new  foundations,  it  is 
unlikely  that  subsurface  historic  cultural  resources,  if  any,  would  be  disturbed.  No  further  discussion  of 
subsurface  cultural  resources  will  be  included  in  the  EIR. 

Recreational  Resources 

The  proposed  project  site  is  located  adjacent  to  the  Filbert  Street  right-of-way  within  which  are  located 
the  Grace  Marchant  Garden  (Garden)  and  Filbert  Street  Steps  (Steps),  both  public  recreational  resources 
used  by  local  residents  and  visitors  to  the  neighborhood.  Although  the  project  would  have  the  potential 
for  adverse  effects  due  to  shadowing  (as  addressed  above  under  the  "Air  Quality/Climate"  section),  there 
would  not  be  the  potential  for  the  project  to  substantially  diminish  or  conflict  with  the  established 
recreational  uses  of  the  Garden  and  Steps. The  Garden  and  Steps  were  used  as  recreational  resources  in  a 
manner  similar  to  how  they  are  currently  used  during  the  period  in  which  the  McNear  building  occupied 
the  project  site.  The  site  was  in  shade  for  much  of  the  year  due  to  existing  topography  and  the  presence 
of  the  prior  building.  Subsequent  to  construction  of  the  proposed  project,  residents  would  likely  continue 
to  use  these  resources  and  the  extension  of  private  yards  into  the  Garden  as  public  open  space.  Similarly, 
visitors  to  Telegraph  Hill  would  continue  to  use  the  Steps  and  visit  the  Garden.  Further,  construction 
activity  for  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  direct  impacts  on  the  Garden  or  Steps.  Recreational 
impacts  of  the  project  on  these  resources  will,  however,  be  addressed  in  the  Land  Use  section  of  the  EIR. 

Historic  Architectural  Resources 

The  proposed  project  site  is  located  in  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  as  established  by  Article  10, 
Appendix  G  of  the  Planning  Code.  The  project  would  have  the  potential  to  affect  this  district.  The 
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project's  potential  effects  on  historic  architectural  resources  and  other  contributing  elements  of  the 
district  as  prescribed  in  the  Planning  Code  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR. 

C.    OTHER  Yes         No  Discussed 

Require  approval  and/or  permits  from  City  Departments 
other  than  Department  of  City  Planning  or  Department  of 
Building  Inspection,  or  from  Regional,  State,  or 

Federal  Agencies?  X    X 


D.    MITIGATION  MEASURES  Yes        No        N/A  Discussed 

1)  Could  the  project  have  significant  effects  if 
mitigation  measures  are  not  included  in 

the  project?  X      X 

2)  Are  all  mitigation  measures  necessary  to 
eliminate  significant  effects  included 

in  the  project?    X    X 


The  following  are  mitigation  measures  related  to  topics  determined  to  require  no  further  analysis  in  the 
EIR.  The  EIR  will  contain  a  mitigation  chapter  describing  these  measures,  which  are  proposed  as  part  of 
the  project,  and  also  including  other  measures  which  would  be,  or  could  be,  adopted  to  reduce  potential 
adverse  effects  of  the  project  identified  in  the  EIR. 


Construction  Air  Quality 

•       The  project  sponsor  would  require  the  contractor(s)  to  sprinkle  exterior  demolition  sites  with  water 
during  demolition,  excavation  and  construction  activity;  sprinkle  unpaved  exterior  construction 
areas  with  water  at  least  twice  per  day;  cover  stockpiles  of  soil,  sand,  and  other  material;  cover 
trucks  hauling  debris,  soil,  sand  or  other  such  material;  and  sweep  surrounding  streets  during 
demolition  and  construction  at  least  once  per  day  to  reduce  particulate  emissions.  Ordinance 
175-91,  passed  by  the  Board  of  Supervisors  on  May  6,  1991,  requires  that  non-potable  water  be 
used  for  dust  control  activities.  Therefore,  the  project  sponsor  would  require  that  the  contractor(s) 
obtain  reclaimed  water  from  the  Clean  Water  Program  for  this  purpose. 

E.  ALTERNATIVES 

Alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  will  be  discussed  in  the  EIR  and  will  include  the  following: 


A.  No  Project:  The  site  would  remain  in  its  existing  vacant  condition.  No  new  development 
would  take  place  on  the  site. 

B.  Replacement  Alternative:  This  alternative  would  involve  the  construction  of  a  new  structure 
on  the  site  that  would  generally  be  a  replica  of  the  former  Fred  McNear  Jr.  Apartment 
Building  that  occupied  the  site  from  1935  to  1992,  except  that  this  alternative,  like  the 
project,  would  include  three  residential  units,  rather  than  five  units  as  existed  in  the  prior 
building.  Construction  of  this  replacement  structure  would  not  create  any  new  shadow 
effects  or  impacts  to  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  when  compared  to  the  site's  pre- 
1992  conditions,  but  could  create  new  shadow  impacts  on  surrounding  properties  and  the 
Grace  Marchant  Garden  when  compared  to  existing  conditions. 
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F.      MANDATORY  FINDINGS  OF  SIGNTHCANCE  Yes         £io  Discussed 

*  1)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  degrade  the  quality 

of  the  environment,  substantially  reduce  the  habitat  of  a 
fish  or  wildlife  species,  cause  a  fish  or  wildlife  population 
to  drop  below  self-sustaining  levels,  threaten  to  eliminate 
a  plant  or  animal  community,  reduce  the  number  or 
restrict  the  range  of  a  rare  or  endangered  plant  or  animal, 
or  eliminate  important  examples  of  the  major  periods  of 

California  history  or  prc-history?  X    X 

*  2)  Does  the  project  have  the  potential  to  achieve  short-term, 

to  the  disadvantage  of  long-term,  environmental  goals?    X   

*  3)  Does  the  project  have  possible  environmental  effects 

which  are  individually  limited,  but  cumulatively 
considerable?  (Analyze  in  the  light  of  past  projects,  other 

current  projects,  and  probable  future  projects.)    X  X 

*  4)  Would  the  project  cause  substantial  adverse  effects  on 

human  beings,  either  directly  or  indirectly?    X   


G.  ON  THE  BASIS  OF  TffiS  INITIAL  STUDY 

  I  find  the  proposed  project  COULD  NOT  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  a 

NEGATIVE  DECLARATION  will  be  prepared  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning. 

  I  fmd  that  although  the  proposed  project  could  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  there 

WILL  NOT  be  a  significant  effect  in  this  case  because  the  mitigation  measures,  numbers        ,  in 
the  discussion  have  been  included  as  pan  of  the  proposed  project.  A  NEGATIVE  DECLARATION 
will  be  prepared. 

  I  find  that  the  proposed  project  MAY  have  a  significant  effect  on  the  environment,  and  an 

ENVIRONMENTAL  IMPACT  REPORT  is  required. 


,fr>^  }^f^ARY  E  GITELMAN 

•Environmental  Review  Officer 
for 


DATE:  OC^^C^ 


GERALD  G.  GREEN 
Director  of  Planning 


*  Derived  from  State  EER  Guidelines.  Appendix  G,  normally  significant  effect. 
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IX.  APPENDICES 


APPENDIX  B:  LANDMARKS  PRESERVATION  ADVISORY  BOARD 
FINAL  CASE  REPORT  (AUGUST,  1985) 


Note:  Appendix  to  Case  Report  (including  individual  building  listings)  is  not  included  here  but  is  available  at  the 
Department  of  City  Planning. 
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August  21,  1986 

TELEGRAPH  HILL  HISTORIC  DISTRICT 
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HISTORIC  DISTRICT 

Cliffs  ic  landscaped  public 
right-of-ways 

Lots  with  structures  all  or 
partially  dated  before  1870 
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6/11/85 


FIIAL  CASf  «*?OI0r       APPROVIO  1/7/85  LUTOKAMS  FE»S»VATIOM  AOVIJOUT  BOAID 

AMKUDEO    ar  21/86  ^ZTY  PUmXIIG  COKKISSIOI 


MM  or  DZSTtlCT:    T*l«trmph  Mill 

AOOUCSStS:      1-62  Alt«  Str««t,  i-70  Calhour  T«rr«c«,  20-62  D«rr«ll  Pl«c«. 

211-283  Filb«rt  Str«tt,  220-260  Cr««n  Str«*t.  221-285  Gr«tnwieh 
Strttt,  125A-1308,  1301-1315,  1360  and  U70  Monttom«ry  Str««t, 
8-3A  N«pi«r  Unt,  1235-1245  S*ihob«  Str«»t  *nd  200-296  Union  Str««c 

BLOCS  4  Let:    Portions  of  Blocks  tS.  i05,  10(.  113  and  1X4.    g—  lap. 

ZOniC:  T(H-3  and  OS. 

ORZCIHAL  USI:  Ratidsntial  and  •  f«w  ftoraa. 

KZTUIOI  KATIKIALS:  tuttie  or  clapboard  wood  siding:  stueee;  ahinilas. 
OWVU:  Saa  aaparata  liat. 

■UKBU  OP  STORXIS:     1  to  4. 
LPAl  VOTB:       SO  (1  abaant). 


STATEMENT  OF  SIGNIFICANCE: 

(Oaicribt  apacial  CHARACTER,  or  tpaetal  HISTORICAL    ARCHITECTURAL  or  AESTHETIC 
iDCtratt  or  valua:)  STATEMENT  OF  SIGNIFICANCE.    Ttlcgraph  Hill  ia  on*  of  cht 
■etc  faaoua  hilla  in  Cht  world,  aa  wall  known  «•  Sugar  Loaf  in  Rio  da  Janeiro, 
and  a  visual  landmark  co  aailera  ancariag  cha  bay  tinea  ica  Curopaaa  diteovary 
frea  taa  by  Cape.  Juan  Manual  da  Ayala  in  Cha  San  Carloa  on  AugutC  3.  1775. 
Tha  aacend  racordad  European  axplortr  to  ancar  cha  Bay,  Cape.  Caorga  Vaneouvar 
in  1792.  tpaeifieally  aancionad  cha  fina  anchorage  ha  had  btCwaan  ewe 
preaoBCeriat ,  ona  of  which  wat  Loma  Alea,  cha  original  name  for  Telegraph 
Kill.    Telegraph  Hill  ia  famous  as  "cha  hill  chac'a  been  around  ehc  world**  at 
greac  porcions  of  ic  were  blatcad  ouc  for  ballasc  in  sailing  ships, 
"ulciaacely  co  be  used  ce  pave  cha  screecs  of  various  axecie  places.** 
(Locchin)    The  Hill's  pretene  conf iguracion  is  Che  hiscorical  expression  ef 
Che  ravages  created  bv  quarrying.    The  rock  was  used  noc  only  for  ballasc,  but 
also  CO  build  "rubble    Cold  Rush  era  warehouses,  co  fill  Che  Bay  for  flacU:;da 
ease  ef  Che  Hill,  and  co  build  che  seawall  which  scabilited  San  Francisco's 
wacerfrenc.    The  laac  quarrying  occurred  as  lace  as  1914. 

The  Hiseoric  Oiserice  is  a  unique  expression  of  the  pacccm  of  developmenc 
which  Cook  place  on  che  case  slope  of  Telegraph  Hill  from  1850  Co  1941. 
Topographical  eonscrainca  shaped  che  original  seeelemene  ef  eh«  Kill.  The 
difficulty  of  access  en  hillside  and  cliffs,  and  che  proximicy  ce  che  Cicy's 
aose  aceive  wacerfrenc  area  firse  produced  a  communicy  ef  wacerfronc  workers 
housed  in  "cloch  lined"  shacks  and  modest  vernacular  Gothic  Revival  houses. 
Intact  groupings  of  these  buildings  remain  wichin  che  discrice,  and  comprise 
che  Cicy'a  largesc  concencraeion  ef  pre-1870  residential  structures.  While 
ether  areas  ef  the  City  experienced  en*going  developmenc  chrough  che 
nineceenth  and  early  twentieth  century,  Telegraph  Hill  remained  isolated. 
Bypassed  by  eablecar  or  atreetcar  lines  and  with  vehicular  access  limited  co 
Union  SCrccc,  infill  residencial  conatruction  from  1870-1935  was  limited  to 
small  acale  vernacular  construction  stylistically  comparable  to  che  earliest 
development  on  the  Hill,  wieh  flac  facades  and  minimum  ornamencacion.    Due  co 
che  eliffside  location,  tccpt,  wooden  walkways  and  a  hidden  nccwork  of 
footpaths  developed  throughout  the  area.    Screet  paving  of  Montgomery  and  Alta 
in  1931  and  Union  and  Calhoun  in  1939-1940  improved  general  accessibility,  and 
heralded  new  development  in  the  area.    Moderate  property  values  facilitated 
infill  eonscmeeion  of  noteworthy  and  (then)  innovative  designs.    Among  cheic 
are  Richard  Neutra's  International  atyle  Kahn  House  at  66-70  Calhoun  Terrace 
(1939),  and  tha  Art  Hodernc  Halloeh  Apartment  Building  at  1360  Montgomery 
Street  (1936).    Thia  change  in  style,  scale,  and  pattern  ef  development 
completes  the  diatriec*t  period  of  significance. 

The  steep  cliffs,  a  decisive  faccer  in  determining  the  historic 
development  pattern  of  the  area,  are  a  highly  significant  and  aesthetically 
imperCanc  cemponene  defining  che  aeccing  of  che  ditcriec.    The  abrupt  changes 
in  grade  produce  dramatic  and  unique  vistas  at  points  chraughout  the 
district.    Unimproved  street  rights-ef-way  are  valuable  open  spaces  ranging  in 
character  from  the  well-tended,  renowned  Grace  Merchant  Gardens  and  Valecca's 
Gardens  on  Filbert  and  Greenwich  Streets,  to  che  rock  face  cliffs  ef  Green  and 
Calhoun  Scrcett. 


EVALUATION  CRITERIA 
ARCHITECTURE 

1.  Styl*:  Coecages  in  vernacular,  Gothic  Revival,  Italianate  and 
Classical  Revival  styles.    Apart.-aencs  in  Italianate,  vernacular  and 
various  late  1930s  styles. 

2.  Construction  TVpt:    Frame  (except  brick  at  1301  Montgomery). 
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3      Conitpuction  D»t«:     li52-1869  (25  ttruetup«t,  32.51).  1870-1905  (15 
■tructurtf.  19.51,  1906-3*  (8  itructurti,  10*).  1935-41  (12. 
«tructur«f,  161).  po*t  19*1  (17  ttpuctur*!.  22*)  77  gtructur**  total. 

i      Deiign  (Duality:     Some  building!  ar*  vary  tarly.  «nd  timplt  in  dtaign. 
Mo.t  re.pond  cr.ativ.ly  to  the  .t.ep  ilope.    A  few  ar.  ^portan: 
example!  of  late  1930.  itylei.     Soae  group  together  to  for*  a 
"compound."    The  gardeni  and  footpaths  are  a  luperb  de.ign  eleMnt; 
with  the  cliff «  they  create  an  urban  greenbelt. 

5      Architect:    Koit  owner -touilderi  or  occupant-buildere .    For  1935-41 
atructure.:     Richard  Neutra.  WiUiaa  Wur.ter.  Gardner  Dail.y  A^gus 
Ic^ieeney.  Irving  Cold.tine  with  Jack  4  lolph  Malloch.  Louia  Schalk. 
Fabrc  4  Hildebrand. 

6.    Interior  CJuality:    Net  applicable. 

"^T^  Peraona:    Hiram  John.on.  (Governor.  Senator.  1360  Montgomery.  1937-45. 
Frieda  Kluiiman.  savior  of  the  cable  cars.  260  Green,  1935-current. 
Gt»ct  Karchant,  gardener  4  potter,  235  Greenwich  then  8  Kapier, 

I>r!'David'c.  "Yankee"  Robinson,  pioneer  actor  4  producer,    9  Calhoun, 
1854-56. 

Helen  Forbes,  painter,  60  Alta,  1936-45. 

Ralph  Stackpole.  sculptor.  37  Calhoun.  1928  (he  is  loosely  connected 
with  37  Calhoun,  intimately  connected  with  312  Filbert,  out  of  the 
district) . 

Steve  Bancroft,  China  Clipper  pilot,  22  Alta,  c.  1940. 
Stanton  Delaplane,  newspaperman,  21  Alta,  1940. 
David  Myrick,  writer,  261  Filbert. 

Ward  Albee,  fireaan  4  writer,  23  Napier  4  40  Darrell,  1927-40. 

Ian  &  Rose  Hoeffler,  builders  of  compounds,  38-60  Calhoun,  221  Filbert, 

22-30  Alta,  1930s. 
Oarlts  "Tubby"  Smith,  pritefighter ,  212  Union,  1905-08. 

Significantly  long  residencies: 

Bscigalupi  family,  fisherman,  drayman,  aarbleworker ,  9  Calhoun, 

1877-current. 

Brown  faiaily.  stevedore.  Assemblyman  (George,  1901),  228  4  230  Filbert, 
1869-1959'. 

Ceoney  faaily,  grocer,  house  painter,  notions,  teacher,  district 
owner-builder;  291  Union,  287-289  Union,   112-114  Alta,  1852-1937. 

Spediaeei  family,  Speedy's  Kew  Union  Grocery,  1 91  ^.-current . 

Desmond  4  Valetta  Heslett.  coonercial  artist  4  gardener,  235  Greenwich, 
c.  1935-current. 

Artists:     Cecilia  Graham,  1308  Montgomery,  1940. 

Marion  Montague  (Yureska),  woodcarver,  1307  Montgomery,  1940. 

Harjorie  Slate,  weaver,  291  Union,  1940. 


8.    Events:  None. 


9.  Patterns  of  History:     The  steep  slopes  and  limited  access  strongly 
influenced  the  architecture:  waterfront  workers'  cottages  and 
buildings  that  step  down  the  hillsides  and  relate  closely  to  their 
cnvironraent.    Attracted  by  the  hill's  close  proximity  to  the  wharves 
--.i  ready  view  of  arriving  ships  with  job  possibilities,  waterfront 
workers  built  minimal  shelter  here,  often  with  scaveaged  materials. 
Artists  cane  for  cheap  rents.     Benign  neglect  preserved  the 
buildings.    Vhen  street  paving  first  began  to  reduce  isolation, 
moderate  land  costs  permitted  a  few  avant-garde  buildings. 

E.WIROVyENT 

10.  Continuity:  All  buildings  relate  to  steep  slope  and  contribute  to 
garden  setting  by  actual  gardens  or  planters.     Small  scale  throughout, 
io  height,   bulk  and  interiors.     Footpath  environ.ient  due  to  unpaved 
street  rights-of-vay ,  limited  auto  access,   little  parking,  many 
private  pathways. 
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11.  S«tcin<:  OutaCanding  urban  grecnbalt  yical  Co  ritidcnea'  aenie  of 
cotBBunicy  and  ratidcncial  quicc,  Co  migracory  bird  flyway.    Sccep  sice 
pretecCt  dxicriec  froo  urban  noiac,  Craffic  and  ochcr  prctturcs, 
crtatta  ncad  for  foocpacha  which  inapirc  gardcnera  and  foaccr  local 
cooBuniCy. 

12.  XaporCancc  aa  a  Viaual  Landmark:  An  incagral  altaanC  of  San 
Franciaeo'a  cicyaeap*. 

IKTECRITY 

Pacccm  of  oecaaioaal  rcmodelinc  wtll  tacabliahcd  in  19ch  etncury.  Abouc 
a  doccn  acruccurta  havt  inCcgricy  acrioualy  inpaircd  chrough  lace 
20th-ctDCury  rcnodclinga  aueh  aa  aabctcoa  aiding,  aluainum  aaah,  unpaincad 
ahinglea  and  addad  aCorica.    Ihc  gardana  in  rifhca-of«vay  and  en  cliff a 
art  continually  in  th«  procaaa  of  racraation. 


RATINGS 

Hera  Today;        2  Caxc  pagca,  6  phocoa,  10  Appandix  aocriaa~22  buildinga 
in  all. 

DCP  Sur/ay  1976:    21  buildinga;  11  racad  5,  1  rated  U,  5  rated  2.  4  raced 
1.    On  Napier  Lane  and  the  Filbert  Stcpa  one  aurveyor  coBDcoted, 
"Secting  ia  5'-^uildinga  are  O'a,  I'a,  and  2'a  (saybe).  Other 
buildinga  on  atepa  ahould  be  included.  .  .  ALSO  the  cooaunity  garden 
aakea  the  aetting,  acrea  of  flovera  and  baby  teari"  (emphaaia 
original). 
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TELEGRAPH  HILL  HISTORIC  DISTRICT 


LOCATION  AND  BOUNDARIES.  The  Telegraph  Hill  Historic 
Distr let  consists  of  about  100  properties  and  the  adjacent 
public  rights-of-way,  on  the  northeastern  slope  of  Telegraph 
Hill  within  the  area  saved  from  the  1906  Fire,  as  shown  on 
the  attached  Map,  It  contains  portions  of  Assessor's  Blocks 
85,  105,  106,  113,  and  114.  The  properties  face  variously 
on  Alta  Street,  Calhoun  Terraces,  Darrell  Place,  Filbert 
Street,  Green  Street,  Greenwich  Street,  Montgomery  Street, 
Napier  Lane,  Sansome  Street  and  Union  Street,  as  detailed  in 
the   Survey  of   Individual   Structures   and   Properties  below. 


STATEMENT  OF  SIGNIFICANCE.        Telegraph    Hill    is  legendary: 

"The  distilled  essence  for  which  San  Francisco  is 
Famous."     Here  Today,  p.  59. 

"First  in  historic  interest"  among  the  city's  hills. 
Historic  Spots  in  California,  p.  363. 

"San  Francico's  most  unique  and  magical  living  environ- 
ment."    David  Gebhard,  Guide...,  p.  56. 


The  Historic  District  consists  of  Telegraph  Hill's 
most  characteristic  residential  features.  There  are  two 
important  groups  of  buildings  and  some  unique  open  spaces. 
Nearly  a  third  of  the  buildings  are  San  Francisco's  largest 
group  of  pre-1870  structures,  eleven  of  them  before  1860. 
It  is  the  existing  area  best  documented  by  19th-century 
photographs.  1301  Montgomery  is  one  of  the  City's  three 
oldest  brick  buildings.  The  simple  style,  lack  of  bay 
windows  and  small  scale  of  these  very  early  waterfront 
workers'  dwellings  make  them  unprepossessing  ar tchitectur- 
ally,  but  give  today's  viewer  a  real  experience  of  life  at  a 
faraway  time.  The  cliffs  and  hillsides  and  general  diffi- 
culty of  access  shelter  the  District  from  the  modern  city, 
shape  its  residents  into  a  special  community  and  give  them 
unparalled  views.  The  cliffs,  street  rights-of-way  and 
adjoining  private  open  spaces  have  become  a  wondrous  garden. 
Part  is  minutely  tended,  its  roses  seeming  bigger  than  the 
houses,  its  carpet  of  tiny  baby  tears  the  perfect  scale  for 
the  tiny  buildings.  The  rest  of  the  garden  grows  wild  with 
abundant  plant  varieties  originally  set  there  by  gardeners. 

It  is  a  de  facto  refuge  for  dozens  of  varieties  of  birds 
both  resident  and  migratory,  an  important  stop  on  San 
Francisco's  eastern  flyway.  Among  all  this  is  a  second 
group  of  important  buldings,  constructed  as  infill  1935-1941 


by  experimental  designers  trying  to  make  their  reputations, 
a  group  containing  several  famous  buildings  and  together 
describing  the  milieu  out  of  which  rose  the  Second  Bay 
Tradition  style  of  architecture. 


ZONING  AND  LAND  USE.  AH  the  property  is  zoned  RH-3  except 
for  a  strip  of  C-2  zoning  that  fronts  on  Sansome.  Height 
and  bulk  is  40-X,  except  fronting  Sansome  where  it  is  84-Er 
and  except  the  unpaved  public  rights-of-way  of  Filbert  and 
Greenwich,  which  are  OS.  Land  use  is  either  residential 
(primarily  small  apartments),  garden,  or  slide-prone  cliffs, 
except  for  one  historic  small  grocery  at  the  south  west 
corner  of  Dnion  and  Montgomery.  Zoning  and  land  use  are 
specified  by  parcel  in  the  Survey  below. 


QUALITY  RATINGS.  The  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District 
rates  two  text  pages,  six  pictures  and  ten  Appendix  entries 
in  Here  Today,  22  buildings  altogether.  The  DCP  Architec- 
tural Survey  of  1976  rates  eleven  buildings  as  a  "5"  (high- 
est), one  as  ■4",  five  "2"  and  four  "1":  21  buildings.  On 
Napier  Lane  and  the  Filbert  Steps,  one  1976  surveyor  com- 
mented, "Setting  is  5  —  buildings  are  O's,  1*s,  and  2's 
(maybe).  Other  buildings  on  steps  should  be  included  .  .  . 
ALSO  the  community  garden  makes  the  setting,  acres  of 
flowers  and  baby  tears^'   { orig inal  emphasis). 

COMPATIBILITY.  In  the  Survey  below,  69  properties  are  rated 
compatible ,  21  incompatible,  and  11  potentially  compatible. 
•Compatible'  means  the  exterior  appearance  of  the  property 
makes  some  contribution,  however  great  or  slight,  to  the 
District's  sense  of  time  and  place.  'Incompatible'  means 
the  property  was  constructed  after  the  District's  period  of 
significance  or  is  so  severely  altered  on  the  exterior  that 
restoration  is  highly  unlikely.  'Potentially  compatible' 
means  the  property  would  become  compatible  if  restored  to 
its  historic  exterior  appearance. 


ARCHITECTURE  AND  OPEN  SPACE.  The  Telegraph  Hill  Historic 
District  buildings  display ,  via  both  original  construction 
and  additions,  architectural  developments  in  low-income 
housing  from  the  early  1850s  up  to  the  Second  World  War. 
They  include  a  large  and  varied  collection  of  dwellings 
built  before  1869.  Generally  the  variations  in  shape  and 
roof line  from  one  house  to  the  next  lead  to  a  perception  of 
each  house  as  a  separate  entity,  rather  than  as  part  of  a 
row.  Scale  is  very  small  in  height  and  bulk,  interior  as 
well  as  exterior.  Ornamentation  is  sparse.  Bay  windows 
virtually  do  not  exist  because  so  many  of  the  houses  predate 
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their  popularity;  instead  there  are  balconies.  Buildings 
tend  to  step  down  hillsides,  either  one  separate  cube  after 
another  or  as  a  single  stepped  structure.  So  many  houses 
turn  their  backs  to  or  do  not  front  on  the  formal  paved 
streets  and  instead  relate  to  the  steep  hillside  that  the 
setting  of  walkwaysr  gardens  and  cliffsides  is  itself  an 
integral  part  of  the  District. 


Looking  South  Into  The  District 


The  typical  structure  is  a  rectangle  in  plan,  often 
with  additions  of  rear  shed(s)  and/or  porch(es}  on  the 
downhill  or  view  side.  Usually  it  has  a  difference  of  one, 
two  or  more  floors  between  its  uphill  and  downhill  sides. 
Often  it  is  one  story  at  access  level  with  lower  floors 
added  as  the  hill  drops.  It  is  clad  in  rustic  wood  siding, 
laid  horizontally,  and  it  has  a  gable  roof  with  either  barge 
boards  or  false  front.  Ornamentation  is  restrained:  window 
and  door  surrounds  tend  to  be  wide  boards  without  moldings, 
though  some  have  modest  entablatures;  barge  boards  may  be 
fanciful  but  remain  two-dimensional  cut-outs;  brackets  and 
cornices  on  the  false  fronts  tend  to  be  of  the  simplest. 
There  are  no  Queen  Anne  or  Stick  style  houses.  Windows  are 
often  double  hung,  often  two-over-two  or  four-over-four,  or 
else  wooden  casements.  Each  building  has  landscaping,  at 
minimum  flower  box(es)  and  a  few  pots. 
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212  Union  Street 


The  one  overriding  design  element  is  the  setting.  So 
rigid  is  the  nineteenth-century  grid  plan  and  so  steep  the 
hillside  by  nature,  by  quarrying  until  1914  and  by 
intermittent  slides  ever  since  —  that  the  major  lengths  of 
the  District's  public  rights-of-way  have  never  been  paved 
streets  and  are  not  likely  to  become  so.  Several  of  them 
(Filbert,  Greenwich,  Napier,  Darrell  and  parts  of  Alta  and 
Union)  have  instead  been  developed  as  footpaths  with  steps 
and  gardens  where  the  landscaping  blurs  distinctions  be- 
tween privately-owned  land  and  public  right-of-way.  Other 
"streets"  (Green,  Calhoun,  Union,  Alta)  are  so  steep  that 
even  gardening  is  limited,  and  modern  Sanborn  insurance  maps 
still  read  "Impassable  for  Teams."  The  District's  highest 
point  is  at  1254-62  Montgomery  Street,  but  the  original  hill 
has  been  cut  away  to  make  a  flat,  paved  intersection  there, 
218  ft.  above  sea  level.  At  first  the  hill  descends  manage- 
ably, to  about  196  ft.  where  Union  splits  for  Calhoun,  and 
on  Montgomery  to  202  ft.  at  upper  Alta,  193  ft.  at  lower 
Alta,  172  ft.  at  the  top  of  the  Filbert  Steps  and  160  ft.  at 
the  top  of  the  Greenwich  Steps.  The  downward  slope  from 
Union  to  Alta  is  gentle;  Filbert  lies  in  a  hollow  that  goes 
down  from  both  Alta  and  Montgomery?  the  midblock  distance 
from  Filbert  to  Greenwich  is  another  gentle  slope.  Napier, 
Darrell,  upper  Alta  and  Calhoun  are  almost  flat.     Then  come 


4 


1171  Sansome  Street 


Greenwich  Street  From  Sansome 


the  cliffs.  Green  jumps  down  140  ft.  in  about  150  linear 
ft.;  Calhoun's  upper  terrace  starts  20  ft.  higher  and  meets 
Green  on  the  way  down,  all  in  120  linear  ft.  From  pavement 
end  to  Sansome,  Union  drops  170  ft.  in  185  ft.,  and  Alta 
drops  150  ft.  in  185  ft.  The  cliff  at  Filbert  is  only  about 
40  ft.  in  40  ft.,  but  the  garden  on  top  rises  another  130 
ft.  in  270  ft.  Likewise  on  Greenwich,  the  cliff  leaps  40 
ft.  in  about  40  ft.,  and  the  gardens  on  top  rise  some  110 
ft.  in  270  ft. 

These  hills  restrict  the  District's  auto  access  to  just 
one  feeder  street.  Union  to  the  west.  It  is  a  city  plan- 
ner's model  district,  fingers  of  green  penetrating  a  very 
urban  setting.  Less  than  one-fourth  of  the  buildings  face 
on  regular  streets.  Union  and  Montgomery;  nearly  one-third 
face  narrow  dead-end  alleys,  Alta  and  Calhoun;  nearly  half 
face  only  footpaths,  Greenwich,  Filbert,  Darrell,  Napier  and 
parts  of  Union  and  Alta.  There  are  many  additional  private 
pathways  known  only  to  residents  in  the  immediate  locality. 
All  these  footpaths  have  been  turned  into  a  feast  for  the 
eye,  a  gardener's  delight.  On  Filbert,  Napier  and  Darrell 
the  paths  are  planking;  on  other  "streets"  they  are  con- 
crete. Some  cliff sides  have  concrete  steps,  others  are  too 
tall  and/or  too  unstable  for  any  kind  of  access  at  all.  At 
Union  Street  the  foot  of  the  cliffs  has  had  to  be  reinforced 
and  fenced  to  protect  Sansome  Street  from  slides. 
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Union  Street 
AT  Sansome 


Gardens  fill  the  remainder  of  the  public  rights  of  way 
and  spill  onto  private  property.    On  the  gentler  slopes  they 


Valetta's  Garden  Grace  Marchant  Gardens 
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contain  rosesr  camellias,  fuchsias,  lilacs,  plerons  and 
datura  trees,  banana  plants  and  fruit  trees.  The  ground  is 
covered  with  ba*iy  tears.  The  green  belt  along  Filbert  is 
called  Grace  Marchant  Gardens,  after  their  long-term  gard- 
ener; the  one  along  Greenwich  similarly  is  Valetta's  garden. 
They  are  privately  maintained.  The  cliff  "gardens"  are  much 
more  informal,  an  abundant  plant  community  where  59  differ- 
ent species  were  observed  during  one  three-hour  period  in 
1982.  Most  are  varieties  that  do  not  occur  naturally  in  San 
Francisco  and  must  originally  have  been  planted  there  by 
someone.  The  plants  help  hold  the  hillside  and  give  a  wild 
appearance,  providing  sanctuary  for  many  resident  and 
migratory  wild  birds.  One  of  the  Hill's  birdwatchers  has 
compiled  a  list  of  54  species  observed  from  1980-1982.  The 
cliffs'  verticality  causes  updrafts  of  air  used  by  soaring 
birds  of  prey,  and  someone  is  said  to  feed  the  legendary 
parrots,  which  are  here,  too. 

In  the  gardens  and  along  the  streets  the  typical 
structure  described  above  occurs  in  several  different 
building  types.  The  smallest  and  most  prevalent  is  the 
Greek  Revival,  Gothic  Revival,  Italianate  or  vernacular 
cottage.  Sometimes  a  group  of  such  cottages  is  scattered  in 
a  landscape  to  form  a  "compound,"  for  instance  at  235 
Greenwich  and  formerly  at  265  Union.  Another  type,  con- 
structed before  1870,  is  a  three-story  structure  covering 
the  entire  front  width  of  its  lot  and  featuring  balustraded 
balconies  at  two  or  three  levels,  visible  in  many  historic 
photos.  Examples  remain  at  31  Alta,  110  Alta  (remodeled), 
21  Napier,  1308  Montgomery  (remodeled)  and  291  Union.  There 
is  just  one  very  early  and  simple  flat-roofed  brick  commer- 
cial structure,  stuccoed  over  60  years  ago  and  now  residen- 
tial. The  District  has  no  Stick-Style  or  Queen  Anne  houses. 
After  1906,  infill  buildings  continued  the  two  main  types 
(minus  balustrades) ,  but  sometimes  with  variations  such  as 
Colonial  Revival  ornament  at  107  Alta  and  293  Union,  Crafts- 
man windows  at  118  Alta  and  23  Napier,  bay  windows  and 
stucco  at  116  Alta,  internal  balconies  on  the  vertical 
"Romeo"  apartment  at  273  Filbert, 

Just  before  World  War  II,  the  District  received  a  dozen 
new  buldings  of  experimental  designs;  some  of  the  architects 
graduated  to  fame:  Richard  Neutra,  William  Wurster,  Gardner 
Dailey.  These  structures  emphasize  views  and  horizontality . 
They  relate  positively  to  their  hillsides  and  gardens.  All 
but  one  are  stucco-faced.  Ornciment  is  sparse,  individual  to 
each  and  part  of.  the  wall  plane.  This  group  consists  mainly 
of  22-30  and  60-62  Alta,  38-50  and  66-70  Calhoun,  261-265 
and  267-71  Filbert,  260  Green  and  1360  Montgomery. 

Alterations  have  been  occurring  throughout  the  Dis- 
trict's 133  years.  Originally,  many  structures  were  plank- 
frame    shacks    apparently    thrown   up   by    their    residents  for 
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BUILDING  TYPES 


elementary  shelter.  Similar  residents  later  would  add  a 
room,  or  a  s.^ed  or  a  balcony  or  a  "modern"  false  front. 
Such  changes  are  punierous,  but  only  a  few  can  be  documented. 
218-220  Filbert  existed  from  1862  as  a  small  cottage,  of 
which  wide  and  irregular  horizontal  boards  and  battens  are 
visible  on  the  east  side  basement.  In  1882  its  owner  signed 
a  contract  listed  in  California  Architect  &  Building  News 
for  a  •'2-story  frame  building,"  today's  first  and  second 
floors;  some  of  its  entry  doors  look  like  ones  common  about 
1910.  The  existence  of  10  Napier  Lane  can  be  traced  back  to 
the  U.S.  Coast  survey  map  researched  in  1857.  This  original 
board-frame  cottage  was  set  back  3-4  feet  from  the  Napier 
right-of-way  and  can  be  distinguished  today  by  a  change  in 
roof  shape.     The    1886  Sanborn  map  still  shows  the  early 
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building,  labeled  "cloth  lined."  Shortly  afterwards,  the 
Italianate  front  was  added.  Similarly,  1254-62  Montgomery 
appears  in  1886  as  a  one-story  building  only  two  units  wide 
as  photos  so  show  it;  by  1891,  it  was  what  we  see  today. 
Historic  photos  show  the  false  front  salesmen  of  the  1870s 
and  leSOs  as  prevalent  as  the  asbestos  siding  and  aluminum 
sash  salesmen  of  more  recent  years.  1301  Montgomery,  the 
brick  building  of  1852,  was  stuccoed  probably  early  in  the 
twentieth  century,  perhaps  as  earthquake  repair,  but  cer- 
tainly well  before  a  mid-1 920s  photo.  It  has  also  undergone 
substantial  changes  of  entry,  documented  by  permits  for 
instance  in  1910,  1915,  and  1918,  but  its  main  character 
remains.  Comparison  of  Sanborn  maps  over  the  years  shows 
many  a  building  with  a  constant  core  that  has  accumulated  a 
string  of  rear  additions  and  that  may  have  gained  or  lost 
balconies  or  platforms.  In  recent  years  such  changes  have 
continued,  adding  new  materials  like  aluminum,  asbestos,  and 
unpainted  shingles.  The  Here  Today  survey  of  the  mid-1960s 
documents  many  such  alterations.  Finally,  there  is  the  case 
of  1308  Montgomery,  which  was  stripped  and  later  partly 
restored.  Alterations  are  part  of  the  District's  history 
and  description. 


HISTORY:  INTRODUCTION.  The  Historic  District's  first  two 
houses  were  built  during  the  operation  (April  1 850-September 
1853)  of  the  semaphore,  or  visual  telegraph,  that  stood 
near  the  site  of  Coit  Tower  to  signal  the  arrival  of  ships, 
and  that  gave  Telegraph  Hill  its  name.  By  1860  there  were 
nine  more  houses  that  exist  today  in  one  form  or  another, 
and  by  the  completion  of  the  transcontinental  railroad  in 
1869,  some  25  houses,  nearly  30%  of  the  District's  supply, 
were  functioning.  Continuing  construction  increased  the 
stock  by  18  buildings  and  several  additions  before  the  1906 
earthquake  and  fire.  Their  rescue  from  the  fire  is  a  whole 
story  in  itself.  Another  whole  story  is  the  quarrying  that 
shaped  Telegraph  Hill's  cliffs  and  left  them  subject  to 
slides  to  this  day.  Between  the  1906  fire  and  the  1941 
beginning  of  World  War  II,  26  more  buildings  went  up, 
including  a  group  of  architecturally  significant  ones 
beginning  in  1935.  By  that  year  residents  had  commenced  the 
gardens  as  we  know  them  today. 

During  most  of  the  District's  period  of  significance, 
c.  1853-1941,  the  people  who  lived  there  were  poor.  The 
majority  worked  on  the  waterfront  as  longshoremen,  steve- 
dores, laborers,  riggers,  draymen  or  warehouse  workers,  or 
were  the  dependents  of  such  men.  The  Hill  was  inaccessible 
except  on  foot,  and  its  attractions  for  the  waterfront 
workers  lay  in  its  cheapness  and  its  views  which  could  give 
advance  notice  of  incoming  ships  so  the  men  could  hurry 
down   and    try   to    find  work.      In   the  twentieth  century  the 
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cheapness  and  views  also  attracted  artists,  the  initial  step 
toward  today's  upscale  image,  but  as  long  as  the  District 
remained  accessible  only  on  foot,  its  poverty,  visible  in  a 
1920s  photo,  kept  away  anyone  who  could  afford  to  live 
elsewhere.  Only  when  the  streets  were  paved  —  Montgomery 
and  Alta  in  1931,  Union  and  Calhoun  in  1939-1940,  did  the 
economic  picture  begin  to  change.  The  poverty  had  caused 
construction  of  very  modest  dwellings;  it  preserved  them  and 
prevented  their  replacement;  and  in  its  waning  years  it 
permitted  some  artists  and  artist-minded  people  to  hire 
fledgling  architects  to  construct  a  remarkable  group  of 
experimental  designs.  In  the  1980s  affluance  threatens 
these  architectural  remnants  of  a  remote  era  (1400  Montgom- 
ery of  the  1860s  was  replaced  only  in  1984),  and  to  survive 
they  need  protective  legislation. 


HISTORY;  BUILDINGS.  It  is  impossible  to  determine  whether 
the  District • s  first  extant  building  was  1301  Montgomery  or 
291  Union.  Both  appear  on  the  U.S.  Coast  Survey  map  of 
1853.  The  Montgomery  Buiding  (see  historic  photos)  is  an 
anomaly:  the  only  brick  structure  anywhere  in  the  neighbor- 
hood. Its  pre-1870  photo  shows  a  dignified  and  simple  brick 
commercial  building  like  many  that  appear  down  in  the  flat 
commercial  district  in  R.  G.  Pardon's  photos  of  San  Fran- 
cisco published  in  1856.  The  1853  map  date  indicates  this 
building  is  older  than  all  but  two  in  the  Jackson  Square 
Historic  District;  it  may  be  the  City's  oldest  extant  brick 
building.  It  is  mentioned  in  Historic  Spots  in  California 
(3rd  edition,  p.  363).  What  was  such  a  building  doing 
200-odd  feet  above  the  waterfront?  It  may  have  been  con- 
structed on  the  assumption  that  the  semaphore  would  attract 
a  busy  commerce.  Maybe  the  owner  had  some  kind  of  factory 
or  brewery  in  mind.  The  speculative  idea,  whatever  it  was, 
seems  not  to  have  worked  out,  for  the  building  has  had  a 
checkered  history,  quite  unclear  at  this  time.  The  Alcalde 
(mayor)  granted  the  land  in  July,  1847  to  Anthony  Durkin, 
who  had  come  with  J.  D.  Stevenson's  regiment  from  New  York 
for  the  Mexican  War  and  was  later  a  policeman,  then  a 
brewer.  Durkin  and  his  wife  Celia  each  signed  with  a  mark 
their  deed  of  this  50x50-foot  lot  to  John  Carter  on  January 
14,  1850.  The  price  was  $1,041,  seven  or  eight  times  what 
was  paid  for  the  small  lot  of  291  Union  in  August  of  the 
same  year,  but  one-third  the  price  of  1252-1262  Montgomery 
in  July.  The  January  date  is  two-three  weeks  before  the 
idea  of  the  semaphore  was  published  in  the  Alta  newspaper. 
The  price  may  indicate  the  brick  building  was  already  there, 
or  it  may  simply  reflect  speculative  land  values  that  week. 
In  any  case.  Carter  sold  the  property  to  John  Sweeney  on  27 
February  1851  for  $800  .  Sweeney  in  turn  sold  it  to  Thomas 
Johnson  on  30  September  1851  for  $400.  By  21  May  1853,  when 
Johnson   sold  off   the   land   for    1303  Montgomery   to  James 
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Rogers  for  $700,  the  bric)c  building  (according  to  the  Coast 
Survey  map)  must  have  been  there;  its  flat  roof  just  peeks 
over  the  horizon  of  a  photo  in  the  1856  Fardon  book.  As  for 
uses,  the  first  may  have  been  the  salesroom  and  "manufactory 
on  Telegraph  Hill"  for  Dr.  Robinson's  Celebrated  Vegetable 
Bitters,  advertised  on  p.  156  of  the  1852  Directory  as 
■composed  entirely  of  California  Vegetables."  Dr.  Robin- 
son's house  at  #9  Calhoun  ,  at  which  he  was  listed  in  1854, 
is  not  on  the  1853  map,  nor  had  he  even  bought  the  property 
by  that  date.  His  Bitters  factory  could  have  been  here,  or 
in  Hudson's  mill  at  1252  Montgomery r  or  anywhere  on  the 
Bill.  Certainly  located  in  the  brick  building  in  1854  was 
the  grocery  of  owner  Thomas  Johnson.  That  makes  two  grocer- 
ies in  the  District  in  1854;  there  must  have  been  houses 
full  of  customers  nearby  at  that  date,  but  only  one  other 
existing  house  has  so  far  been  documented  quite  so  early. 
The  brick  building  also  housed  Sigmund  Fr iedlander ' s  grocery 
from  1881  through  1  886  (directories),  a  barber  shop  about 
1915  (permit),  a  pool  hall  in  the  1920s  (photo),  and  John 
Ortega's  soft  drinks,  prohibition  equivalent  of  a  saloon,  in 
1928  (directory).  The  turn-of-the-century  owner  was  Herman 
Meisel,  a  grocer  across  the  street.  Eventually  the  use 
settled  down  as  totally  residential.  A  series  of  photos 
shows  the  building  crisply  brick  before  1870,  run  down  and 
mostly  plaster  covered  in  the  1920s,  and  freshly  plastered 
in  the  1970s. 


291  Union  Street 
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The  land  at  291  Union  Street  was  granted  by  the  Alcalde 
in  1848  to  wharf  owner  Benjamin  R.  Buckelew,  who  sold  it  on 
2  August  IPSn  ^*or  Si  40  to  John  Cooney  (1  816-1879),  whose 
heirs  kept  it  in  the  family  until  1937.  Cooney  bought  the 
land  next  door,  287-89  Union,  from  Buckelew  for  $130  in 
1852.  The  first  directory  to  list  him  on  this  block  was 
1854;  he  kept  a  grocery  store  here.  In  June  1861  he  signed 
for  water  service  for  both  lots;  until  then,  the  family 
must  have  been  using  one  of  Telegraph  Hill's  many  natural 
springs.  By  the  1875  directory,  the  family  house  had  a 
street  number,  291  Union.  They  were  John  Cooney,  his  wife 
Hannah,  ^is  public-school  teacher  daughter  Ellen,  and  his 
sons  William  and  John  who  were  in  business  together  as  house 
and  sign  painters.  David  Myrick  tells  many  stories  of  the 
Cooney  faunily.  Apparently,  John  was  born  in  Ireland,  his 
wife  and  their  first  two  children  in  England,  and  the  next 
two  were  born  in  Australia,  whence  the  house's  lumber  is 
said  to  have  come,  an  improbable  story.  The  house  was 
the  first  known  of  Telegraph  Hill's  multi-storied,  much- 
balconied  houses.  Its  store  lasted  until  1906.  Early 
photos  show  barge  board  eaves  instead  of  the  Italianate 
false  front,  which  must  have  been  added  about  the  1880s  to 
modernize  the  house  and  perhaps  make  the  attic  more  live- 
able. 

The  third  known  house  was  #9  Calhoun,  property  and 
residence  of  Dr.  David  G.  "Yankee"  Robinson  (c.  1807-1856). 
His  Vegetable  Bitters  aside,  the  WPA  San  Francisco  Theatre 
Research  tells  the  full  history  of  this  physician-comedian- 
theater  entrepreneur  and  host  to  fellow  actors.  The  next 
known  resident  (1861-1869)  was  Calvin  Tisdale  Blake.  Edwin 
Foster  occupied  the  house  in  the  1870s  and  signed  for  the 
water  in  1872,  but  his  application  notes  the  original  order 
had  been  for  C.  F.  Blake.  By  1877  Angelo,  Giambetto,  Luigi 
and  Paul  Bacigalupi  were  listed  here.  The  family  still  owns 
and  resides  here,  though  the  turn-of-the-century  Block  Book 
series  shows  the  owner's  name  as  Fopiano,  presumably  a 
relative. 

After  these  first  three,  the  order  of  construction 
blurs.  In  the  early  days  water  service  dates  could  be  years 
after  construction,  or  lost;  directories  and  the  manuscript 
Census  gave  no  street  numbers;  landowners  were  often  absen- 
tee, or  changed  before  the  earliest  Block  Book  too  often  to 
trace.  But  U.S.  Coast  Survey  and  Sanborn  fire  insurance 
maps  show  specific  buildings  at  specific  dates.  David 
Myrick  has  gathered  an  immense  amount  of  information  in  his 
1972  book,  San  Francisco's  Telegraph  Hill.  Building  permits 
and  the  Here  Today  survey  photos,  now  20  years  old,  give 
some  information  on  remodelings.  Earlier  historic  photos 
also  provide  invaluable  data.  All  these  sources  have  been 
rsearched   to  provide   the  dates  of  earliest  known  occupancy 
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or  other  evidence.  Any  or  all  of  the  buildings  may  be  older 
(or  younger)  than  present  knowledge  indicates.  Here  is  the 
approximate  sequence  of  construction,  from  1857-1870,  and 
the  first  known  occupants  or  owners: 


1857  221  Greenwich 
237  Greenwich 
10  Napier  (rear) 


287-289  Union 
(altered) 

1858  31  Alta 
230  Fibert 

1859  224  Filbert 

226  Filbert 
(moved  on  lot) 
1304A  Montgomery 

1861  218-220  Filbert 
( basement) 
1254  Montgomery 
(2/3  of  first 
floor) 

1305-07  Montgomery 
(altered) 

1862  21  Alta 

1865  216  Filbert 
( altered) 

1 308  Montgomery 
( altered) 

1309-11  Montgomery 
1313-15  Montgomery 

1866  1 10  Alta 


1867  290  Union 
( altered) 

1868  1 12-114  Alta 

1869  228  Filbert 
1303  Montgomery 
( altered) 


George  Mitchell,  laborer 
John  McDonough,  longshoreman 
Mortimer  "Murty"  and  John 
Clark,  teamster  &  laborer 
Greenwich  Dock  Warehouse 
John  Cooney  of  291  Union 

Richard  Andrews,  stevedore 
William  F.  Ross,  longshoreman 
James  Callaghan,  laborer 
Fr iedlander * s  warehouse 
James  Farley,  laborer 

Duncan  Campbell,  rigger 
Patrick  McDermott,  laborer 

Smith  family 


William  B.  Smith,  stevedore 

Andrews  of  31  Alta 
Andrew  Benson,  stevedore 

Joseph  King,  stevedore 

Patrick  Heffernan,  laborer 
Michael  Carr,  fireman  on 
steamboat 

Patrick  Moyles,  laborer 
Greenwich  Dock  Bonded 
Warehouse 

James  McEvoy,  longshoreman 

John  Cooney  (of  291  Union) 
Philip  Brown,  longshoreman 
John  Allen,  drayman 


After  this  initial  construction  boom,  which  also 
included  many  houses  now  gone,  all  the  other  buildings  in 
the  District  have  been  infill.  Of  the  eighteen  known  before 
1906  but  after  the  25  above,  the  other  four  on  south  Alta 
and  the  companion  212  Union  appear  to  belong  to  the  earlier 
group  but  cannot  be  reliably  documented  before  an  1876  photo 
(a  photo  of  uncertain  date  shows  only  No,   15  (demolished). 
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27  and  31  Alta) .  The  infill  construction  continued  Italian- 
ate  in  style  for  a  long  time:  10  Napier  and  1254-62  Mont- 
gomery did  not  appear  as  we  know  them  today  until  after  the 
1886  Sanborn  map.  The  District  seems  to  have  skipped 
entirely  the  Stick  and  Queen  Anne  styles  elsewhere  so 
prominant  among  San  Francisco's  pre-fire  buildings.  The 
District  remained  the  abode  of  waterfront  workers  and  others 
in  low-paid  occupations  who  probably  did  any  construction 
themselves  as  a  sideline.  The  first  thirteen  buildings 
constructed  after  the  fire,  up  to  1935,  continued  the  basic 
simple  type  of  appearance.  They  include  a  number  of  one- 
story  houses,  one  of  them  mildly  Mission  Revival,  and  a 
Romeo  flats  building. 

In  the  seven  years  beginning  1935,  another  construction 
boom  came  to  the  District,  a  boom  of  very  special  character, 
consisting  of  a  dozen  buildings  rather  experimental  in 
style.  The  worst  of  the  Depression  was  over,  the  streets 
were  being  paved,  and  Telegraph  Hill  had  attracted  quite  a 
few  poor  artists  and  some  friends  who  were  not  so  poor. 
These  people  risked  commissioning  architects  and  other 
designers  early  in  their  careers,  virtual  unknowns  who 
wanted  to  make  reputations.  Some  of  them  did:  Richard 
Neutra  (66  Calhoun),  William  Wurster  (60-62  Alta),  Gardner 
Dailey  (261  Filbert,  altered),  and  Angus  McSweeney  (22-30 
Alta)  who  was  to  be  local  architect  for  the  new  St.  Mary's 
Cathedral.  Others  never  achieved  reputations  but  did 
contribute  thoughtful  and  interesting  designs  to  the  Dis- 
trict's stock  of  housing:  1  360  Montgomery  by  Irvine  Gold- 
stine  with  and  for  Jack  and  Rolph  Malloch;  38-50  Calhoun  by 
and  for  Ian  Hoeffler,  proprietor-builder  of  Telegraph  Hill 
compounds;  260  Green  for  Frieda  and  Dr.  Hans  Klussman  by 
Louis  Schalk,  who  never  "made  it"  outside  of  Henry  H. 
Gutterson's  office.  The  one  established  firm,  Fabre  & 
Hildebrand,  produced  the  most  old-fashioned  design,  40 
Darrell.  The  others  were  contractor-builders  who  usec3  at 
least  some  imagination  in  designing  1470  Montgomery,  267 
Filbert,  42-46  and  52  Darrell.  Some  of  the  dozen  buildings 
belong  to  the  development  of  the  "Second  Bay  Tradition,"  and 
it  is  possible  the  Telegraph  Hill  garden  setting  contributed 
to  Wurster' s  "desire  to  create  small-scaled  usable  space  out 
of  doors"  (Gebhard,  Guide  .  .  .  Northern  California,  p.  21) 
that  became  typical  of  this  movement. 

Construction  has  continued  in  the  post-war  period, 
though  more  slowly.  Most  of  it  is  not  remarkable.  However, 
a  few  buildings  (231  and  233  Greenwich,  25  Napier),  con- 
structed for  people  who  know  and  love  and  understand  the 
area,  have  been  designed  to  blend  inconspicuously  with  the 
pre-1869  structures. 
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1935-19^1  BUILDINGS 


1350  Montgomery 


1360  Montgomery 


38-50  AND  68-70  Calhoun 


.22.ALTA 
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HISTORY;  OPEN  SPACES.  Myrick  gives  the  best  information  on 
the  origin  of  the  cliffs : 

A  hundred  and  twenty  years  ago,  Telegraph  Hill 
was  considerably  larger  than  it  is  today,  and 
several  processes  account  for  the  deterioration. 
In  early  times,  ships  were  ballasted  with  rock 
from  the  Hill.  Later  as  the  City  grew,  peripheral 
streets  were  lowered  to  provide  suitable  grades 
for  horse-drawn  vehicles  and  to  transform  hillside 
lots  into  commercial  property.  But  the  greatest 
damage  was  done  by  those  who  quarried  the  rock  for 
street  paving  and  bulkhead  work  (p.  53). 

The  cliffs  as  we  know  them  today  took  shape  principally 
with  construction  of  the  sea  wall  sections  from  Filbert  to 
Vallejo  in  1884-1885,  and  with  later  quarrying.  The  con- 
tractors, says,  Myrick: 

Found  the  proximity  of  Telegraph  Hill  an  irresis- 
tible temptation  .  .  .  With  each  blast  the  top  of 
the  Hill  shrank  westward,  threatening  the  "old 
Rookeries,"  which  dated  back  to  the  days  of  '49. 
A  particularly  heavy  blast  on  the  morning  of  June 
1,  1884,  brought  down  a  large  quantity  of  rock  and 
a  long  series  of  landslides  followed.  Within  the 
next  year  ten  houses  on  Union,  Calhoun,  Alta  and 
Green  streets  became  uninhabitable;  some  slid  off 
the  cliff  to  become  kindling  wood  (p.  55). 

The  cliff  receded  westward  and  became  higher  as  it 
approached  the  crest  of  the  Hill  .  .  .  Along  with 
the  tumbling  houses,  the  flight  of  steps  at  Union 
Street  became  a  casualty.  Down  below  Sansome 
Street  was  cut  through  early   in   1885    (p.  56). 

At  Green  and  Sansome  Streets  (the  Gray  brothers, 
biggest  and  worst  quarriers)  employed  30-40  men 
and  produced  35,000  cubic  yards  (of  crushed  rock) 
annually  in  the  early  1890s,  the  largest  output  in 
the  city  .  .  .  Mixed  with  the  rock  was  a  lot  of 
unstable  shale  which  was  susceptible  of  slippage, 
especially  after  a  rain,  a  factor  causing  many 
problems  on  the  Hill  (p.  56). 

For  about  three  quarters  of  a  mile  the  east  and 
north  faces  of  Telegraph  Hill  were  marked  with 
quarries  .  .  .  For  twenty  years  the  Gray  brothers 
made    life   miserable   and    sometimes   hazardous  for 
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residents  on  the  Twilight  Side  of  Telegraph  Hill 
(p.  56). 

On  the  morning  of  March  27,  1907,  a  particularly 
heavy  blast  wiped  out  the  northwest  corner  of 
Green  and  Calhoun  .  .  •  One  house  was  hurled  to 
the  bottom  of  the  cliff,  almost  sweeping  a  nearby 
13-year-old  girl  to  her  death  (p.61). 

The  quarrying  ceased  altogether  by  1914,  and  photo- 
graphs from  the  1920s  showed  the  cliffs  still  as  rather 
barren  rock  slides.  Vegetation  developed  over  the  years. 
The  list  of  plant  varieties  identified  one  day  in  1982, 
which  includes  very  few  California  natives,  supports  the 
theory  that  the  cliffsides  were  planted  on  purpose  to  grow 
■wild".  Opel  Morris  of  22-30  Alta  Street  used  to  throw 
nasturtium  seeds  out  her  windows  to  cover  the  slope.  Myrick 
records  that  Mrs.  Alex  Horr,  who  lived  at  216  Filbert  from 
at  least  1928-1  944  ,  used  to  "sit  in  a  bosun's  chair  to 
transform  the  cliff  into  a  garden  .  .        (p.  184). 

Gardens  there  have  always  been  alongside  the  houses. 
An  1864  photo  on  Telegraph  Hill  shows  one  well  filled  with 
ornamentals,  and  probably  a  kitchen  garden  on  the  side;  the 
ten-member  family  is  dwarfed  by  the  vegetation.  Bret  Harte 
is  said  to  have  complained  that  goats  browsed  on  the  geran- 
iums in  his  second-story  windows  (Historic  Spots  in  Calif- 
ornia, p.  363).  The  waterfront  workers  of  the  nineteenth 
century  must  all  have  kept  kitchen  gardens  of  greater  or 
less  size,  along  with  the  legendary  goats  and  chickens,  all 
to  help  feed  the  hungry  mouths.  Another  wonderful  photo, 
dated  11  October  1904,  shows  a  garden  on  the  Greenwich 
Steps,  with  outlines  of  21  and  23  Alta  Street  in  the  back- 
ground; in  the  foreground  is  the  spiritual  ancestress  of 
Grace  Marchant,  after  whom  the  Filbert  Steps  Gardens  are 
named;  this  woman  is  pointing  a  stick  at  her  kitchen  garden 
set  among  other  tall  plantings,  while  her  son  and  daughter- 
in-law  (seemingly)  pose  behind  with  the  family  cat. 

The  gardens  as  we  know  them  today  were  begun  by  Valetta 
Heslett  and  her  mother  Grace  Marchant  (1986-1982)  who  moved 
into  the  235  Greenwich  Compound  in  1933  and  probably  began 
gardening  on  the  Greenwich  Steps  soon  thereafter.  When  Mrs. 
Marchant  moved  to  the  corner  of  Filbert  and  Napier,  she 
started  the  famous  gardens  there.  A  legendary  figure,  she 
is  said  to  have  pushed  trash,  abandoned  refrigerators  and 
even  a  small  cottage  at  221  Filbert  (front)  over  the  cliff- 
side  to  make  way  for  the  gardens.  When  the  City  was  plann- 
ing new  steps  on  Filbert  in  1970-1971,  the  plans  included 
the  note:     "Any  trees  or  plantings  disturbed  or  removed 
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shall  be  replaced  by  a  tree  or  plant  of  equal  value,  qual- 
ity, age  and  size."  Plaques  at  Montgomery  and  at  Napier 
also  memore!'  ize  he"  work.  Since  her  death  in  1982,  the 
gardens  have  been  continued  as  a  memorial.  They  should  not 
be  allowed  to  lapse. 

HISTORY;  THE  1906  FIRE.  Telegraph  Hill  is  the  largest  of 
the  three  islands  surrounded  by  and  saved  from  the  1906  fire 
(along  with  Jackson  Square  and  Russian  Bill).  The  map 
published  in  the  1907  U.S.G.S.  Bulletin  about  the  earthquake 
and  fire  shows  the  fire  boundaries  here  to  have  been  the 
waterfront  and  a  line  roughly  following  Union,  Sansome, 
Green,  Montgomery,  Kearny,  and  Chestnut.  The  District 
boundaries  include  all  but  four  of  the  structures  on  the 
Hill  that  escaped  the  fire,  and  they  stay  within  the  fire 
line  except  for  301-11  Union  Street,  Speedy's  Grocery,  which 
is  included  because  the  site  has  been  a  grocery  most  of  the 
time  since  1858,  because  it  is  the  only  remaining  grocery  of 
the  number  that  used  to  exist  in  the  District,  because  the 
Spediacci  family  who  ran  this  grocery  from  many  years  have 
owned  the  property  since  1915,  and  because  this  grocery  is  a 
special  sociological  phenomenon,  part  of  the  legend  of 
Telegraph  Hill  too  long  to  tell  here.  Speedy's  is,  and  has 
long  been,  the  vital  communication  center  for  this  whole 
part  of  the  Hill. 

A  photo  of  April  or  May  1906,  taken  from  Russian  Hill, 
shows  three  of  the  four  corners  intact  at  Union  and  Mont- 
gomery; it  shows  the  Alta  Street  buildings,  and  Pioneer 
Park.  The  fire  had  reached  Telegraph  Hill  on  the  third  day, 
Friday  the  20th  of  April,  1906.  The  open  spaces  of  Pioneer 
Park  helped  the  inhabitants  to  beat  back  the  fire,  and  their 
story  was  told  by  Henry  Anderson  Lafler  (quoted  in  Thomas  & 
Witts,  The  San  Francisco  Earthquake,  p.  239): 

It  was  the  boys  of  the  hill  that  saved  the  hill. 
It  was  Toby  Irwin,  the  prizefighter,  and  Tim 
O'Brien,  who  works  in  the  warehouse  at  the  foot  of 
the  hill,  and  his  brother,  Joe,  who  works  in  a 
lumberyard,  and  the  Dougherty  boys,  and  the  Volse 
boys,  and  Herman,  the  grocery  clerk  —  it  was  they 
who  saved  the  hill. 

It  was  the  old  Irish  woman  who  had  hoarded  a  few 
buckets  of  water  through  the  long  days  of  fear  and 
rumor  and  who  now  came  painfully  toiling  up  the 
slopes  with  water  for  the  fire  —  it  was  she  who 
saved  the  hill. 

It  was  the  poor  peasant  Italian  with  a  barrel  of 
cheap  wine  in  his  cellar  who  now  rolled  it  out  and 
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broke  its  head  in  with  an  axe,  and  with  dipper  and 
bucket  and  mop  and  blanket  and  cast-off  coat 
fought  the  fire  till  he  dropped  —  it  was  he  who 
saved  the  hill. 

It  was  Sadie  who  works  in  the  box  factory  and 
Annie  who  is  a  coat  finisher  and  Rose  who  is  a 
chocolate  dipper  in  a  candy  shop  who  carried  water 
and  cheered  on  the  boys  to  the  work  —  it  was  they 
who  saved  the  hill. 

It  was  a  great,  brave,  roistering  fight  of  all  the 
dwellers  on  the  hill  for  their  homes  and  their 
lives,  and  gloriously  they  won. 

HISTORY;  THE  PEOPLE.  Those  who  lived  in  the  District  have 
already  been  indicated  as  poor,  as  waterfront  workers,  as 
Irish  names  in  the  beginning.  Italians  came  to  join  them 
with  the  great  migrations  of  the  1880s.  Spanish  names  came 
after  1910.  Many  came  via  Australia  or  Hawaii.  Many  of 
them  stayed  at  one  address  for  a  long  time  or  moved  only  to 
another  house  on  Telegraph  Hill.  They  were  a  remarkably 
tenacious  group,  very  much  family  oriented,  according  to 
Census  data. 

An  understanding  of  working  conditions  on  the  docks 
from  the  1850s  on  helps  one  envision  what  the  neighborhood 
was  like  and  why  the  buildings  look  as  they  do.  Dock- 
workers*  unions  could  be  short-lived,  company-run  or  non- 
existent. There  were  many  more  willing  workers  than  jobs  to 
be  filled?  competition  for  work  was  intense  and  wages  were 
low.  A  seawall  investigation  in  1885  reveals  that  some 
employers  insisted  on  paying  the  men  in  goods  or  through 
specific  boarding  house  keepers  whose  services  they  were 
required  to  use.  Quarrier  George  Gray  testified  that  he  had 
no  trouble  finding  laborers  at  17-1/2  cents  an  hour:  "There 
are  thousands  of  them  there  every  day."  (Enos,  p.  98). 
Anytime  a  ship  came  in,  longshoremen  hoping  for  work  would 
run  to  its  dock  and  stand  in  the  "shapeup,"  a  semicircle 
around  the  pierhead  where  the  foreman  stood  and  pointed  to 
the  men  he  chose.  Many  were  not  chosen.  It  must  have  been 
terribly  demoralizing.  Harry  Bridges  has  recalled  that, 
soon  after  settling  in  San  Francisco,  "I  spent  close  to  a 
couple  of  years  'pirating'  on  the  waterfront,  which  means 
trying  to  find  a  job  wherever  and  whenever  it  might  be  by 
standing  around  in  front  of  the  docks  and  waiting  for  a  job 
.  .  .  24  hours  a  day,  certainly  16,  18  hours  a  day,  there 
was  always  a  large  group  of  men  standing  outside  the  docks, 
see,  ready  and  willing  .  .  .  They  were  pretty  desperate, 
hard  up,  wanted  to  eat,  hungry   •    •  (Larrowe,  p.  9-10) 

The    1  880   Census    indicates   the    same  condition;  the 
enumerator  asked  and  wrote  down  the  number  of  months  in  the 
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previous  year  the  person  was  out  of  work.  Michael  Thornton 
at  222  Filbert  was  out  all  twelve  months;  Michael  Gibney  at 
235  Greenwich  and  Patrick  Murphy  at  22  Napier  didn't  work 
for  eight  months;  Patrick  Billiard  at  21  Napier  was  out  of 
work  for  six  months;  Timothy  O'Brien  at  22  Napier  for  four 
months,  and  so  on.  All  these  men  were  laborers  or  long- 
shoremen, though  Michael  Thornton  soon  became  a  grocer.  One 
can  imagine  that  in  some  of  the  stretches  between  jobs  they 
worked  on  improving  their  houses,  or  raised  some  food,  or 
recovered  from  work  injuries,  or  helped  their  wives  find 
paying  lodgers  —  the  Census  reports  a  lot  of  lodgers  as 
well  as  large  families  in  these  houses.  Yet  Patrick  McDer- 
mott,  who  told  the  Census  taker  he  had  been  laid  off  half  a 
year  in  1880,  in  August  1882  signed  a  $2,500  contract  for 
someone  else  to  add  two  stories  to  his  house  at  218-220 
Filbert,  the  only  contract  in  the  District  found  in  Cal if or- 
nia  Architect  and  Building  News.  Life  was  hard,  but  they 
managed . 

In  the  twentieth  century,  a  number  of  artists  came, 
attracted  by  the  low  rents  and  the  good  views  and  the 
Bohemian  life.  At  first  they  were  simply  a  part  of  the  poor 
community;  later  they  became  a  community  of  their  own,  with 
more  and  more  hangers-on.  The  only  ones  reliably  located  so 
far  are  painter  Desmond  Heslett  at  235  Greenwich,  muralists 
Helen  Forbes  and  Dorothy  Puccinelli  Cravath  (frescoes  in  the 
Mothers'  House,  S.F.  Zoo)  at  60  Alta,  actor  Dr.  David 
Robinson  at  9  Calhoun,  writer  David  Myrick  at  261  Filbert, 
and  at  the  previous  structure  of  265  Union,  jeweler  Pete 
Macchiarini,  painter  Wolo  and  composer  Rudolp  Friml.  Dancer 
Mayris  Chaney  Martin  often  entertained  Eleanor  Roosevelt  at 
60  Alta.  Another  influential  politician,  Sen.  Hiram  John- 
son, lived  at  1360  Montgomery  from  1937-1945. 


SURVEY  OF  INDIVIDUAL  STRUCTURES  AND  PROPERTIES.  The  survey 
on  the  following  pages  beg  ins  with  the  plant  list  and  the 
bird  list.  For  early  buildings  the  so-called  "owner"  is 
usually  the  first  known  occupant  who  may  or  may  not  have 
been  the  owner.  He  is  generally  assumed  to  have  constructed 
the  building  himself. 


PREPARED  BY;  Anne  Bloomfield,  2229  Webster,  June  1985. 
PHOTOGRAPHERS ;     Michael  Alexander  and  Jean  Milligan. 
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Anicle  10,  Appendix  G 


APPENDIX  G  TO  ARTICLE  10 
TELEGRAPH  HILL  HISTORIC  DISTRICT 


SEC.  1 .  FINDINGS  AND  PURPOSES.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  hereby 
finds  that  the  area  known  and  described  in  this  ordinance  as  the  Telegraph  Hill 
Historic  District  contains  a  number  of  structures  having  a  special  character  and 
special  historical,  architectural  and  aesthetic  interest  and  value,  and  constitutes  a 
distinct  section  of  the  City.  The  Board  of  Supervisors  further  finds  that  designation 
of  said  area  as  an  Historic  District  will  be  in  furtherance  of  and  in  conformance  with 
the  purposes  of  Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code  and  the  standards  set  forth 
therein,  and  that  preservation  on  an  area  basis  rather  than  on  the  basis  of  individual 
structures  alone  is  in  order. 

This  ordinance  is  intended  to  further  the  general  purpose  of  historic  preserva- 
tion legislation  as  set  forth  in  Section  1001  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  to  promote 
the  health,  safety  and  general  welfare  of  the  public.  (Added  by  Ord.  442-86,  App. 
11/13/86) 

SEC.  2.  DESIGNATION.  Pursuant  to  Section  1004  of  the  City  Planning 
Code,  Chapter  II,  Part  II  of  the  San  Francisco  Municipal  Code,  the  Telegraph  Hill 
Historic  District  is  hereby  designated  as  an  Historic  District,  this  designation 
having  been  duly  approved  by  Resolution  No.  1 0786  of  the  City  Planning  Commis- 
sion. (Added  by  Ord.  442-86,  App.  1 1/13/86) 

SEC.  3.  LOCATION  AND  BOUNDARIES.  The  location  and  boundaries 
of  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  shall  be  as  designated  on  the  Telegraph  Hill 
Historic  District  Map,  the  original  of  which  is  on  file  with  the  Clerk  of  the  Board  of 
Supervisors  under  File  115-86-35,  which  Map  is  hereby  incorporated  herein  as 
though  fully  set  forth.  (Added  by  Ord.  442-86,  App.  1 1/13/86) 

SEC.  4.  RELATION  TO  CITY  PLANNING  CODE,  (a)  Article  1 0  of  the 
City  Planning  Code  is  the  basic  law  governing  historic  preservation  in  the  City  and 
County  of  San  Francisco.  This  ordinance,  being  a  specific  application  of  Article  10, 
is  both  subject  to  and  in  addition  to  the  provisions  thereof. 

(b)  Except  as  may  be  specifically  provided  to  the  contrary  in  this  ordinance, 
nothing  in  this  ordinance  shall  supersede,  impair  or  modify  any  City  Planning  Code 
provisions  applicable  to  property  in  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District,  including 
but  not  limited  to  existing  and  future  regulations  controlling  uses,  height,  bulk,  lot 
coverage,  floor  area  ratio,  required  open  space,  off-street  parking  and  signs.  (Added 
by  Ord.  442-86,  App.  1 1/13/86) 

SEC.  5.  STATEMENT  OF  SIGNIFICANCE.  Telegraph  Hill  is  one  of  the 
most  famous  hills  in  the  world,  as  well-known  as  Sugar  Loaf  in  Rio  de  Janeiro,  and  a 
visual  landmark  to  sailors  entering  the  Bay  since  its  European  discovery  by  Capt. 
Juan  Manuel  de  Ayala  in  the  San  Carlos  on  August  5, 1 775.  The  second  European  to 
enter  the  Bay,  Capt.  George  Vancouver  in  1792,  specifically  mentioned  the  fine 
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anchorage  he  had  between  two  promontories,  one  of  which  was  Loma  Alta,  the 
original  name  for  Telegraph  Hill.  Telegraph  Hill  is  famous  as  "the  hill  that's  been 
around  the  world"  as  great  portions  of  it  were  blasted  out  for  ballast  in  sailing  ships, 
"ultimately  to  be  used  to  pave  the  streets  of  various  exotic  places"  (Lotchin).  The 
Hill's  present  configuration  is  the  historical  expression  of  the  ravages  created  by 
quarrying.  The  rock  was  used  not  only  for  ballast,  but  also  to  build  Gold  Rush  era 
warehouses  (in  a  combination  of  brick  and  stone  known  as  rubble),  to  fill  the  Bay 
for  flatlands  east  of  the  Hill,  and  to  build  the  seawall  which  stabilized  San  Fran- 
cisco's waterfront.  The  last  quarrying  occurred  as  late  as  1914. 

The  Historic  District  is  a  unique  expression  of  the  pattern  of  development 
which  look  place  on  the  east  slope  of  Telegraph  Hill  from  1 850  to  1 939.  Topograph- 
ical constraints  shaped  the  original  settlement  of  the  Hill.  The  difficulty  of  access  on 
hillside  and  cliffs,  and  the  proximity  to  the  City's  most  active  waterfront  area  first 
produced  a  community  of  waterfront  workers  housed  in  "cloth  lined"  shacks  and 
modest  vernacular  Gothic  Revival  houses.  Intact  groupings  of  these  buildings 
remain  within  the  District,  and  comprise  the  City's  largest  concentration  of 
pre- 1870  structures.  While  other  areas  of  the  City  experienced  ongoing  develop- 
ment through  the  nineteenth  and  early  twentieth  centuries.  Telegraph  Hill 
remained  isolated.  Bypassed  by  cablecar  or  streetcar  lines  and  with  vehicular  access 
limited  to  Union  Street,  infill  residential  construction  from  1870 — 1935  was  lim- 
ited to  small-scale  vernacular  construction  stylistically  comparable  to  the  earliest 
development  on  the  Hill.  Due  to  the  cliffside  location,  steps,  wooden  walkways  and 
a  hidden  network  of  footpaths  developed  throughout  the  area.  Street  paving  of 
Montgomery  and  Alta  in  1931  and  Union  and  Calhoun  in  1939 — 1940  improved 
general  accessibility,  and  heralded  new  development  in  the  area.  Low  property 
values  facilitated  real  estate  development.  Owners  retained  an  array  of  architects 
who  produced  a  collection  of  noteworthy  and  (then)  innovative  designs.  Among 
these  are  Richard  Neutra's  International  Style  Kahn  House  at  66 — 70  Calhoun 
Terrace  ( 1 939),  and  Irvine  Goldstine's  Art  Moderne  Malloch  Apartment  Building 
at  1360  Montgomery  Street  (1936).  This  change  in  style,  scale  and  pattern  of 
development  punctuates  the  district's  period  of  significance. 

The  steep  cliffs,  a  decisive  factor  in  determining  the  historic  development 
pattern  of  the  area,  are  a  highly  significant  aesthetically  important  component 
defining  the  setting  of  the  District.  The  abrupt  changes  in  grade  produce  dramatic 
and  unique  vistas  at  points  throughout  the  District.  Unimproved  street  rights-of- 
way  are  valuable  open  spaces  ranging  in  character  from  the  well-tended,  renowned 
Grace  Marchant  and  Valetta's  Gardens  on  Filbert  and  Greenwich  Streets,  to  the 
rock-face  cliffs  of  Green  and  Calhoun  Streets.  (Added  by  Ord.  442-86,  App. 
11/13/86) 

SEC.  6.  FEATURES.  The  architectural  features  of  the  said  Historic  Dis- 
trict that  should  be  preserved  are  described  and  depicted  in  the  Landmarks  Preser- 
vation Advisory  Board's  case  report  with  appendix  titled  "Telegraph  Hill  Historic 
District,"  adopted  August  7,  1 985,  as  amended  by  the  City  Planning  Commission, 
which  is  hereby  incorporated  herein  and  made  a  part  hereof  as  though  fully  set 
forth.  (Added  by  Ord.  442-86,  App.  1 1/13/86) 
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SEC.  7.  ADDITIONAL  PROVISIONS  FOR  CERTIFICATES  OF 
APPROPRIATENESS.  The  procedures,  requirements,  controls  and  standards  in 
Sections  1005  through  1006.8  of  Article  10  of  the  City  Planning  Code.shall  apply  to 
all  applications  for  Certificates  of  Appropriateness  in  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic 
District.  In  addition,  the  following  provisions  shall  apply  to  all  such  applications;  in 
the  event  of  any  conflict  or  inconsistency  between  the  following  provisions  and 
Article  10,  those  procedures,  requirements,  controls  and  standards  affording 
stricter  protection  to  the  Historic  District  shall  prevail. 

(a)  Character  of  the  Historic  District.  The  standards  for  review  of  all  applica- 
tions for  Certificates  of  Appropriateness  are  as  set  forth  in  Section  1 006.7  of  Article 
1 0.  For  purposes  of  review  pursuant  to  said  standards,  the  character  of  said  Historic 
District  shall  mean  the  architectural  features  and  historic  open  space  of  the  Tele- 
graph Hill  Historic  District  referred  to  and  described  in  Section  6  of  this  ordinance. 

(b)  Height.  Buildings  should  relate  to  the  height  of  structures  immediately 
adjacent  and  in  the  general  area  with  the  intent  that  the  building  should  be 
contained  within  an  envelope  that  slopes  upward  or  downward  with  the  slope  of  the 
property. 

(c)  Alterations  and  New  Construction.  Alterations  and  new  construction  shall 
be  compatible  with  the  nearby  contributory  buildings  within  the  Historic  District, 
and  shall  conform  to  the  following  provisions: 

(1)  Style.  New  construction  in  a  contemporary  idiom  is  encouraged,  with 
specific  regulation  as  follows: 

(a)  Bay  windows  and  porticos  are  not  characteristic  of  the  District,  and  are 
discouraged. 

(b)  Porches  and  balconies  are  characteristic  design  features  of  the  District, 
and  are  encouraged. 

(c)  Gable  roof  forms  are  encouraged. 

(d)  The  mass  of  new  buildings  should  relate  to  the  topographical  contour  of 
the  site,  and  be  compatible  with  adjacent  buildings. 

(e)  Horizontal  rustic  wood  siding  is  the  traditional  building  material  in  the 
District,  and  its  use  is  encouraged  over  other  surfacing  materials,  including  wood 
shingles.  Masonry  surfaces  may  be  appropriate  in  subareas  with  a  concentration  of 
Art  Moderne  or  International  Style  building. 

(f)  Fenestration  should  be  proportionate  and  in  scale  with  traditional  pat- 
terns within  the  District.  Wooden  sash  is  encouraged  over  aluminum  or  other  metal 
sash. 

(g)  Detailing  should  relate  to  the  simple,  straightforward  traditional  ver- 
nacular forms  found  in  the  District. 

(2)  Landscaping.  All  applications  for  Certificates  of  Appropriateness  for 
construction  shall  include  landscaping  plans  for  required  yards,  setbacks  and  areas 
counting  toward  useable  open  space  requirements  of  Section  135  of  the  City 
Planning  Code.  All  construction  activities,  such  as  but  not  limited  to  demolition, 
storage  of  construction  materials,  excavation,  and  application  of  concrete  and 
other  chemicals  shall  be  conducted  to  minimize  interference  with  historic  gardens 
in  public  rights-of-way  and  in  historic  gardens  adjoining  them.  Fences  shall  not 
obstruct  views  of  private  gardens  abutting  historic  public  rights-of-way. 

(3)  Access.  Access  for  demolition  and/or  construction  shall  utilize  existing 
paths,  steps  and  walkways.  The  project  sponsor  shall  replace  in  kind  and  value  any 
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landscaping  features  on  public  space  which  may  be  damaged  or  destroyed  by  such 
activities. 

(d)  Wooden  Walkways  and  Steps.  Existing  wooden  stepson  Filbert  Street  and 
boardwalk  on  Napier  Lane  shall  be  maintained  as  unique  contributors  to  the  setting 
of  the  District. 

(e)  Public  Rights-of-Way.  Unimproved  sections  of  public  rights-of-way  shall 
be  treated  as  open  space.  In  such  spaces  gardens  are  encouraged:  Ornamental 
gardens  where  the  terrain  slopes  gently,  and  "natural"  gardens  elsewhere.  Changes 
in  the  existing  circulation  patterns  shall  not  be  made  except  when  such  change  is 
clearly  preferable  to  provide  for  public  safety. 

(0  Street  Furniture.  Street  furniture  including  but  not  limited  to  lighting 
fixtures,  trash  receptacles,  and  benches  shall  require  a  Certificate  of  Appropri- 
ateness. Such  features  shall  complement  the  scale  and  character  of  the  District. 

(g)  Demolition.  Demolition  of  Contributory  and  Contributory /Altered 
buildings  shall  be  subject  to  the  maximum  controls  allowed  under  Article  10  of  the 
City  Planning  Code.  A  demolition  permit  shall  not  be  issued  until  all  other  required 
permits  for  new  construction  have  been  approved.  No  application  for  a  demolition 
permit  shall  be  deemed  complete  until  all  building  permits  for  the  replacement 
structure  have  been  approved.* 

(h)  Cliffs.  Applications  for  Certificates  of  Appropriateness  proposing  new 
construction  on  lots  located  upon  the  cliff  areas  of  the  District  shall  conform  to  the 
following  provisions: 

(1)  Applications  shall  include  geological  studies  made  by  a  licensed  civil 
engineer  whose  principle  practice  area  is  rock  mechanics. 

(2)  At  the  hearing  on  the  Certificate  of  Appropriateness  pursuant  to  Sections 
1006.2(b)  and  1006.3,  the  Planning  Commission  shall  determine  whether  the 
construction  proposed  by  the  applicant  will  have  a  reasonable  probability  of 
endangering  life,  limb,  or  property  due  to  landsliding  or  structural  failure.  The 
Planning  Commission's  determination  shall  be  based  upon  the  geological  studies 
submitted  by  the  applicant  or  any  interested  party,  as  well  as  based  upon  testimony 
from,  but  not  limited  to,  geotechnical  and  structural  engineers. 

(3)  If  the  Planning  Commission  finds,  based  on  the  evidence  presented  at  the 
hearing,  that  there  is  a  reasonable  probability  that  the  proposed  construction  will 
endanger  life,  limb,  or  property  of  any  person  due  to  landsliding  or  structural 
failure,  the  Planning  Commission  shall  disapprove  the  Certificate  of  Appropri- 
ateness. 

(4)  If  the  Planning  Commission  determines  that  the  proposed  construction 
can  be  safely  undertaken  without  endangering  life,  limb,  or  property  of  any  person 
due  to  landsliding  or  structural  failure,  the  applicant  shall  take  a  "soft"  approach  to 
cliff  retention,  such  as  rock  bolts  and  prestressed  tendons,  in  order  to  preserve  the 
integrity  of  the  cliffs. 

(i)  Significance  of  Individual  Buildings  to  the  Historic  District.  The  history  of 
each  parcel  within  the  Historic  District  is  documented  on  the  survey  worksheets 
(Appendix  A  to  the  Telegraph  Hill  Historic  District  Case  Report).  Each  building  is 
assigned  a  finding  from  the  three  following  categories: 

(1)  Contributory.  This  category  identifies  buildings  which  date  from  the 
Historic  District's  period  of  significance  and  retain  their  historic  integrity.  These 
structures  are  of  the  highest  importance  in  maintaining  the  character  of  the  Historic 
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District.  The  maximum  suspension  period  allowable  under  Article  10  shall  be 
imposed  on  applications  for  demolition  of  Contributory'  buildings. 

(2)  Contributory/Altered.  This  category  identifies  buildings  which  date  from 
the  Historic  Disrict's  period  of  significance  but  have  had  their  historic  integrity 
compromised  by  inappropriate  alterations.  Appropriate  restoration  of  such  build- 
ings is  encouraged.  The  maximum  suspension  period  allowable  under  Article  10 
shall  be  imposed  on  applications  for  demolition  of  Contributory/Altered  buildings. 
If  a  building  in  this  category  were  to  be  appropriately  restored,  the  category 
designation  may  be  amended  to  "Contributory." 

(3)  Noncontributory.  This  category  identifies  buildings  which  postdate  the 
Historic  District's  period  of  significance.  Demolition  permit  applications  for  these 
buildings  will  be  processed  without  reference  to  the  suspension  provisions  of 
Article  10.  Alterations  to  Noncontributory  buildings  would  require  Certificate  of 
Appropriateness  review  in  order  to  minimize  conflicts  with  the  historic  character  of 
the  District.  (Added  by  Ord.  442-86,  App.  1 1/13/86) 

*  It  is  not  the  intent  of  this  section  to  prohibit  consideration  and  approval  of 
permits  for  new  construction  and  demolition  on  the  property  while  it  is  subject  to 
the  demolition  prohibition  set  forth  herein. 

SEC.  8.  PAINT  COLOR.  Nothing  in  this  legislation  shall  be  construed  to 
regulate  paint  colors  within  the  District.  (Added  by  Ord.  442-86,  App.  1 1/13/86) 


PL-358.5 


(3/87) 


Article  10,  Appendix  G 


San  Francisco  Planning  Code 


■OMeABD   ST        ^      \        ( 


I"  a  400' 


Revised  Boundary    City  Planning  Commission 

August  21.  1986 

TELEGRAPH   HILL   HISTORIC  DISTRICT 


(3/87) 


PL058.6 


CHAPTER  X 


EIR  AUTHORS  AND  CONSULTANTS;  ORGANIZATIONS  AND 
PERSONS  CONSULTED 


EIR  AUTHORS 


Planning  Department,  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 

1660  Mission  Street 

San  Francisco,  California  94103 

Environmental  Review  Officer:  Hillary  E.  Gitelman 

EIR  Supervisor:  Jim  McCormick 


EIR  CONSULTANTS 

Environmental  Science  Associates 
225  Bush  Street,  Suite  1700 
San  Francisco,  California  94104-4207 
Project  Director:        Marty  Abell,  AICP 
Project  Manager:       Karl  F.  Heisler 

Participants:  Chuck  Bennett  Dan  Cohen 

Peter  Hudson  Perry  Jung 

Barbara  Malloch  Leitner  Rowell  Llanillo 

Patrick  McGrew  Architects 
41  Sutter  Street,  Suite  101 
San  Francisco,  CA  94104 
Patrick  McGrew 


PROJECT  SPONSOR 

Alta  Street  Development,  LLC 

3243  Washington  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94115 

John  Abbott,  John  Willis,  Bob  Mahoney 


PROJECT  ARCHITECT 

Pfau  Architecture 
630  Third  Street,  Suite  200 
San  Francisco,  California  94107 
Peter  Pfau 


PROJECT  ARCHITECT 

McEachron  Architects 
100  Edge  wood  Avenue 
San  Francisco,  CA  94 11 7 
Ed  McEachron 


PROJECT  ATTORNEYS 

McCarthy  &  Schwartz 
655  Montgomery  Street,  17th  Floor 
San  Francisco,  C A  94111 
Robert  J.  McCarthy,  Esq. 


97.433E  /  22  -  30  Alta  Street  EIR 
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PROJECT  ADVOCATE 


Gladstone  &  Vettel 
Penthouse,  177  Post  Street 
San  Francisco,  C A  94108 
Steve  Vettel 


GCA  Strategies 
655  Montgomery,  Suite  1700 
San  Francisco,  CA94111 
Debra  Stein 


ORGANIZATIONS  AND  PERSONS  CONSULTED 

There  were  no  organizations  or  persons  consulted  other  than  those  already  listed  in  the  references  of  individual 
sections  of  the  EIR. 
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